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Current Topics, 
Sir Harry Poland. 


WE ARE GLAD to join in the congratulations to Sir Harry 
PotanD, K.C., who attained his ninety-fifth birthday on 
Wednesday. Sir Harry was called to the Bar seventy-three 
years ago, and though his active career in his profession has 
long terminated, he has lost none of his interest in public events 
and legal affairs. 


Mr. J. W. Davis as Democratic Presidential Candidate. 


LAWYERS HERE will see with pleasure that Mr. J. W. Davis 
has been selected as Republican Candidate for the Presidency 
of the United States. Born in 1873, in West Virginia, Mr. Davis 
was at Lee University, Lexington, and was for a year Assistant 
Professor of Law there. After 1897 he entered upon the practice 
of the law and attained to eminence in his profession. He 
became United States Solicitor-General in 1913, and was holding 
this appointment when, in 1918, he was made Ambassador to 
this country. On his return to America he was, in 1922, President 
of the American Bar Association. We are not concerned with 
the rivalries of Republicans and Democrats, but it is interesting 
to see that the long series of ballots for the Democratic Candidate 
has ended, after the stalemate of the popular candidates, in the 
making of what appears to be so excellent a choice, 


The Proposed Additional Judges. 

Ir SEEMS THAT no steps are to be taken for the appointment 
of additional judges of the King’s Bench Division until the 
autumn. Provision for the appointment of two additional 





judges was made by the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1910, 
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and the two extra judges were appointed at Michaelmas of that 
year ; but the Act provides that when = a vacancy the whole 
number of puisne judges of the King’s Bench Division amounts 
to fifteen or upwards, the vacancy shall not be filled except upon 
an address from both Houses of Parliament. The Lord Chief 
Justice does not rank as a puisne judge: Supreme Court of 
Judicature Act, 1877, s. 5. At present there are sixteen judges 
of the Division including the Lord Chief Justice, so that the 
address is required for the appointment of any additional judges. 
It is unfortunate that this is not to be passed before Parliament 
rises, for while there is nothing substantial to be gained by making 
the appointments this side of the vacation, the additional judges 
should be available at the commencement of the Michaelmas 
Sittings. 

The War Charges (Validity) Bill. 

WE OBSERVED last week that there might be some difficulty in 
reviving the War Charges (Validity) Bill, but we were careful 
not to say that there was no chance of this being done. In fact, 
as Mr. CiyNes announced in the House of Commons on the 
3rd inst., the Government are on the look out for some op- 
portunity “ of making the will of the House of Commons prevail.” 
The reason given is that while technically the Bill may not be a 
Money Bill, yet so many questions of finance are involved in 
relation to it that it is a subject on which the House of Commons 
should have the deciding voice. Of course the Bill is concerned 
with finance, but if it were in fact a Money Bill the Speaker 
would have certified it as such. Since he did not do so, it is 
useless to say that this is merely a technical matter. The 
substantial question involved is not one of finance at all, but 
whether Parliament shall by retrospective legislation override 
decisions of the courts adverse to the Executive. The Bill, it 
is true, as Mr. CLyNes says, was a non-party Bill; equally, the 
opposition to it is non-party. It is based on respect for the 
Constitution and the Courts. 


Dividend Warrants and Income Tax. 


ATTENTION HAS BEEN frequently called to the inconvenience 
arising from companies paying dividends “ free of tax” without 
sending an accompanying statement shewing the mode in which 
tax has been dealt with. The Income Tax Commission took 
evidence on this subject, and in their Report (1920) said : 
“* It would be a great convenience both to the taxpayer and the 
Revenue, and would prevent misunderstanding and possible 
loss of revenue, if all dividend warrants shewed clearly (a) the 
gross amount of the distribution, (6) the income tax applicable 
thereto, and (c) the net amount payable by the company to the 
shareholders. We accordingly recommend that these particulars 
should be required to be shewn on all dividend warrants.” 
Hitherto no steps have been taken to give effect to this recom- 
mendation, but upon a clause for this purpose being pro by 
& private member in Committee on the Finance Bill, Mr. Wrt1am 
Graunam, the Secretary of the Treasury, procured its withdrawal 
on his undertaking to frame a clause dealing with the matter. 


The Law Officers’ Right of Reply. 

Sm Parewx Hastives has made 4 graceful concession to 
public opinion, by refusing to exercise his technical right of 
final reply in Rez v. Vagquier, Times, 6th inst. It is true that 
he gave no undertaking to abandon this right; he based its 
non-exercise for the purposes of this one occasion on the special 
es aan soem oe ts oe ee ee iar 
difficulties, since he could not 
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right will not in future be exercised automatically, as has by 
the case in the past. ts 


The Rodeo Summonses. 


Tue RopEo sumMMONSES, which were dismissed on Mond 
by the Hendon magistrates, by a majority of six to five, 
performed a useful service in calling attention to the crud 
of the performances which were going on at the Wembley Ex 
tion. We do not propose unduly to criticize the decision of th 
majority, for we have no doubt they have the judicial tempey 
ment which the Lord Chancellor said at the Mansion Hou 
dinner last week is the general characteristic of the unpaj 
magistracy. The question of course, was one of law—whethe 
the facts as proved brought the case within the Protection; 
Animals Act, 1911. Under that Act, which was a consolidati 
and amending Act, it is an offence for‘any person cruelly to ih 
treat, torture, or terrify any animal, or for any person, bei 
the owner, to cause any unnecessary suffering to an ani 
The leading case on the application of this provision is Ford 
Wiley, which related to the dishorning of cattle, and which ¢ 
before Lord Cotzriper, C.J., and Hawkins, J., in 1889; 9 
Q.B.D. 203. “The mere infliction of pain,” said the late 
CoLERIDGE, “‘ even if extreme pain, is manifestly not by itedf 
sufficient. Men constantly inflict great pain on one another 
upon the brute creation, either for reasons of beneficence, as ig 
surgery and medicine, or under sanctions which warrant it 
infliction, as in war or in punishment. It is further lawful # 
inflict it if it is reasonably necessary ; a phrase vague, no doubt, 
but with which in many branches of the law every lawyers 
familiar.” Pain, he pointed out, inflicted merely for increasing 
the pecuniary value of the animal, or, as in the case of dishorning 
for convenience of packing in a farmyard or in a truck, is mt 
necessary. ‘‘ These things may be convenient or profitable to th 
owners of cattle, but they cannot, with any show of reason, be 
called necessary. That without which an animal cannot attaia 
its full development or be fitted for its ordinary use may fairly 
come within the term ‘ necessary,’ and if it is something t 
be done to the animal it may fairly and properly be done. What 
is necessary, therefore, within these limits, I should be of opinion 
may be done even though it causes pain; but only such pais 
as is reasonably necessary to effect the result.” Accordingly, the 
dishorning of cattle was held to be an offence under the Ad, 
and Hawkins, J., concurred. “ In my opinion the practice® 
illegal and ought to be suppressed.” That case stands to th 
credit of the R.8.P.C.A., and upon the well-known facts as to th 
Rodeo exhibition, there is no doubt the summonses would hav 
succeeded had the justices correctly applied the law. 


The Motor Peril and Nuisance. 


Ir 1s NEARLY a year now since we called attention (67 Sou. J, 
872) to the peril and nuisance caused by the not inconsid 
number of motorists who set the law at defiance, but the dismi 
—which was a foregone conclusion—by the Middlesex Quartet 
Sessions of Viscount Curzon’s appeal against the suspension @ 
his licence may be usefully made the occasion for a furthe 
reference to the matter. We may also note that there are now 
before Parliament two measures for authorizing the use of 
roads for motor racing—one for motor cycles and one for mote 
cars; very much as if some member introduced a Bill to legali® 
homicide and theft. We do not know any ground on which th 
public can be deprived of the use of the highway for such a purpow 
in any part of the country—the Isle of Man has put itself in this 
respect outside the pale of civilization ; and if there is to be saf 
change in the law it should be in the disectién of the stri@ 
enforcement of the nt very liberal speed limit. Under #9 
of the Motor Car , 1903, “ & person shall not, ae 
circumstances, drive 4 motor car on a public highway at a spe 
exceeding 20 miles per hour,” and, in certain , as to 
fixing of which the Ministry of Transport is culpably negligeth 










at « speed exceeding ten miles an hour, These are provision 
which are essential for preserving the safety and amenities of 
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July 12, 1924 
high road and the comfort of persons dwelling near a high road, 
and it is perfectly easy for magistrates and the police to enforce 
them if they desire to do their duty. To omit to enforce them is 
to league themselves with law breakers.‘ ‘Whether - motorists 
-who re persistent law breakers should, in Lord Newron’s 
phrase, be “ languishing in prison,” we offer no opinion. There 
should be other ways of dealing effectively with them. But that 
the selfish lust for speed must be checked and the law enforced 
is obvious. The motor cycle, in particular, will not have earned 
its right to be on the highroad until it can be driven without 
noise, and is so constructed as to be incapable of being driven in 


breach of the law. 
Cashing Cheques for Third Parties. 

Lorp Justice Bangs in delivering the judgment of the Court 
of Appeal, upholding a decision of Rowxarrt, J., in Goldman 
y. Coz, 40 T.L.R. 744, drew attention to the not uncommon 

tice of tradesmen who oblige customers by cashing cheques 
or them. He pointed out the risks of doing so, and said that 
the courts will not go out of their way to relieve them of these 
















course, is in a difficult position, since refusal to cash cheques 
for a constant customer invariably gives offence ; but, no doubt, 
the law can scarcely consider this. In the particular case, the 
intiff, Mr. GoLpMaN, was a Pole, who could speak English 
could not read English script. To attend to his accounts, 
therefore, he employed a clerk. This clerk, it was alleged, 
made out weekly cheques to a creditor; he then altered the 
name of the payee, forged the endorsements of the cheque, and 
then cashed them through a publican, Cox, the defendant in 
the action. His frauds were discovered, and he was prosecuted 
and sentenced. Gonpman then claimed to recover from Cox 
the amount of the cheques, which amounted to £700; Cox 
had received this sum from GotpMan’s bank on presenting the 
forged cheques. Clearly Cox was a “holder in due course ” 
of the cheque, and if it had been a wholly fictitious cheque 
he would have been entitled to all the benefits of a “ holder in 
due course,” and could have retained the £700, inasmuch as 
the clerk was undoubtedly authorised by the plaintiff to draw 
cheques on his behalf, and the latter would have been estopped 
from denying their validity : Cooke v. Masterman, 9 B. & C. 902 ; 
London and River Plate Bank v. Bank of Liverpool, 1896, 1 Q.B. 7. 
But if the cheque was originally made out to a “real” payee, 
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the and afterwards a material forgery took place, then the “ holder 
the in due course ” is deprived by the forgery of the rights he other- 
ave wise would possess; this is one of the recognised exceptions 


to the general rule as regards the negotiability of cheques and 
bills: Vinden v. Hughes, 1905, 1 K.B. 795. The question, 
therefore, resolves itself into the issue whether the payee was 
“real” or “ fictitious,” and on the facts Mr. Justice Rowtatr 
had held him to be “real.” Inasmuch as there was a real payee 
of the name, a creditor to whom the clerk was instructed to pay 
— the sum actually appearing on the cheque, this con- 
ion seems clearly right. But the result is that the obliging 
tradesman lost the amount of the cheques he had cashed. 


Weekly Tenancies and Notices to Quit. 

A CORRESPONDENT inquired recently (ante, p. 681) as to the 
time when the week’s notice required for terminating a weekly 
tenancy should be given, and he referred to Weston v. Fidler, 
47 Sou. J. 567; 88 L.T. 769, where it was held that under an 
express stipulation for a week's notice, there must be seven clear 
days between the notice and the day for quitting. But in that 
case the key was to be given up before 12 on the day of leaving, 
and it was decided on the particular facts, In an ordinary case 
of a week’s notice being required the notice may be given on the 
day in the week on which the tenancy commenced for that 
day week. Thus, if the tenant goes in on Rew a notice served 
on Monday to quit on the following Monday is good. The law 
takes no account of fractions of a day, and the notice runs from 
‘midnight on Monday to midnight on the following Monday, In 
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risks merely because of a “hard case.” The tradesman, of |. 


Harvey v. Copeland, 30.L.R. Ir.412, the notice to a tenant ‘who 
entered on a Thursday was to leave on or before the following 
Friday week. O’Brien, J., said that the notice was not. only 
sufficient, but more than sufficient ; that is, it would haye been 
good if. given for Thursday. Since recent, decisions. Harvey. v. 
Copeland must be used with care, but this is the common sense of 
the matter, and the judgment of Lusu, J., in the Queen’s Club 
Gardens Case, 1924, 1 K.B. 117, shows a tendency for common 
sense to prevail. 








‘Just and Equitable” in Winding Up. 


Is there not tautology here? Can an act be just without at 
the same time being equitable? Or, equitable and not just ? 
But both expressions are used in the sixth branch of the well- 
known 129th or winding-up section of the Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1908. The joinder in expression is traceable back to 
the Joint Stock Companies Winding Up Act of 1848. It seems 
reminiscent of the time when the cleavage between law and 
equity in English law was very distinct. No doubt it was 
introduced into that early Statute in order that no prejudice 
should be allowed by the courts in the consideration of any 
ground for winding up that might be excluded by special reasons 
directed from either the standpoint of the Common Law or of 
the Chancery jurisdiction. But what is more surprising than 
many matters connected with the construction of Acts of 
Parliament is the origin of the judicial misconception that led 
the courts for fully half a century to take a whol/y wrong view 
of this “just and equitable” jurisdiction as something intended 
to be ejusdem generis with the particular grounds otherwise 
specified in the winding up section, first in the Act of 1862 
(following on the prior Act already mentioned of 1848) and then 
in the Consolidation Statute of 1908. On no conceivable basis 
did this argument ever seem open. But Lord Corrennay, C., 
seems undoubtedly to have given the weight of his authority 
to such a construction in Re Spackman, 1849, 1 Mac. & G. 170. 
Though it is fair to notice that the phraseology of the 1848 Act 
lent some countenance to his view. Lord Romy, M.R., 
apparently accepted such an interpretation as binding on him, 
and gave effect to it in Re Anglo-Greek Trading Company, 
1866, 2 Eq. 1. The just and equitable consideration was 
obviously inserted in the Act of Parliament as an absolutely 
independent ground, and for the sole purpose of giving the 
Winding-up Courts the freest hand in determining the end of any 
company’s existence. The collocation of the section in which 
the words in question occurred, in the 1862 Statute, had i 

in common with a collection of cases or genera with the us 

tag of an “ etc.” or “ others” or “ otherwise ” as in the ruling 
case on ejusdem generis construction of Thames & Mersey 
Marine Insurance Co., 1887, 12 App. Cas. 484. Gradually, 
light dawned upon the judges, and efforts were made to bring 
cases for liquidation still within the supposed canon of interpre- 
tation by holding that the substratum, objectively considered, 
of the company had failed, as, ¢.g., by the cessation of its main 
object, and next, treated subjectively, as, ¢.g., by the complete 
deadlock in a company’s administration. Lord McLarex, 
a distinguished Scottish judge, with all the qualities of a 
Chancery judge, was probably the first judge in the United 
Kingdom to sound a distinct note of protest upon almost 
unanswerable reasoning. Lord Dungprin, when President of the 
Court of Session, did not see his way, with all his acumen, to give 
whole-hearted support to his colleague's protest, preferring the 
indirect way of finding liquidation as the appropriate » 
as within the somewhat more extended or ‘apph 
of the ejusdem generis rule, in order that its then 
sanctity might not a to be unduly discredited. Ske 
Re Symington, 1905, 8 F. 121. It is interesting to teler to 
company law text writers such as Buckuay, in regard to whom 
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words are, as he says, “‘ ex facie plain enough” ; but he did not 
make such vigorous protest as he did upon some other matters, 
and in one case where he was, by the way, it is thought, very 
far wrong. See his Winding Up, 1921, pp. 53 and 54. 

But with the vast increase of private companies, not only in the 

old sense of family or previously constituted partnership concerns, 
but in the strict sense as first introduced by the Companies Act, 
1907, complications of the partnership dissolution order became 
frequent and called loudly for remedy. The companies in which 
domestic trouble most commonly occurred were prosperous and 
were able to go on in spite of directoral strife. But resort to 
company meetings as a solution of discord became in many cases 
hopeless where one or two members controlled by their voting 
power the affairs of the company. Then the judges, in the 
absence of any direct decision of the House of Lords to the 
contrary, came without difficulty to the conclusion that the just 
and equitable clause gave them an entirely independent ground 
of jurisdiction unfettered by any clog based on ejusdem generis 
or otherwise. 

In upsetting the theory of the ejusdem generis limitation, the 
Trish judges led the way in 1915. In Newbridge Sanitary Steam 
Laundry, Limited, decided that year but only appearing in 1917, 
1 Ir. R. 67, first, O'Connor, M.R., and then the Court of Appeal 
under O’Brien, L.C., repudiated the doctrine altogether with 
singularly weighty reasoning. The following year in Re. Yenidje 
Tobacco Company, Limited, 1916, 2 Ch. 426, the Court of Appeal, 
apparently without the Irish case being cited to them, affirmed 
Astsury, J., and held that the ejusdem generis canon must be 
treated as abandoned in its application to the exercise by the 
court of its discretion under the 129th section of the Act of 1908. 
Further, the Court of Appeal applied in that case the principle 
upon which partnerships are dissolved—e.g., upon any loss of 
confidence in any of the directors or controlling shareholders, by 
reason of their breach of trust or otherwise—as creating in private 
companies of the statutory kind a just and equitable ground for 
their being wound up. Lastly came the sympathetic decision of 
the Court of Session under the presidency of Lord Ciype in 
Re Alhambra, Limited, 1924, 8.C. 83. The ejusdem generis 
doctrine, so far as winding up jurisdiction is concerned, was thus 
placed in its grave. 

But it was left to the three Chief Justices or Acting Chief 
Justices of Trinidad, British Guiana and the Leeward Islands as 
forming the West Indian Court of Appeal, to proclaim by their 
judgment in Re John Blackwood, Limited, overruling Chief Justice 
Greaves, of Barbados, a judge of long and ripe experience, that 
all three Supreme Judicatures of the United Kingdom were 
wrong in deserting the ejusdem generis rule. Their reasoning 
seemed so inadequate for their conclusions that the petitioners for 
the winding up in that case promptly appealed to the Privy 
Council. The company in this case, again, was most prosperous 
and seemed incapable of doing anything else but of making money, 
while the shareholders were quarrelling among themselves, and 
the principal members or shareholders attended the hearing in 
London of the appeal. The Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, consisting of Lord Suaw or Dunrermine, Lord 
Putiiimore and Lord Carson, allowed the appeal and restored 
the order of Chief Justice Greaves upon the broad ground, as he 
had held, that the confidence of the petitioners in the management 

of the company was, and that most justifiably, at anend. It was 
not the law, as laid down by the West Indian Court of Appeal, 
the Judicial Committee declared, that just and equitable grounds 
for winding up were restricted to the cases enumerated in the 
preceding sub-sections of the winding up section in the Imperial 
Act of 1908, or in any dominion or colonial or dependency statute 
based on it. So, even the ghost of the ejusdem generis principle, 
as raised by the learned judges of the Outer Isles, may be said to 
be now well and truly’ laid.” Short of a judgment by the House 
of Lords, no more authoritative pronouncement than that by the 
Judicial Committee upon this difficult branch of law and practice 
could have been given, and it must be welcome to the legal 
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may be taken as investing all winding up judges with an absolu. 
discretion to pronounce an order wherever they think that jj 
their opinion it is right, or, as“ right”’ is expanded by the statute 


has been fully justified, 








The Rent Acts and Undesirable : 


Tenants. 


DurRinG the war a married woman whose husband was at the 
front let her own house in which she had been living, toa te 
with a covenant against sub-letting. The covenant was in 
broken and the tenant sub-let several rooms singly. Subseque 
the tenant yielded up possession, the sub-tenants remaining 
paying their rents to the landlady, who thus, no doubt, hag 
waived the covenant and recognised their positions. She has 
recently discovered that one of these sub-tenants, who took 4 
particular room and furnished it as a bed-sitting room, is not 
married to the woman with whom he occupies it. The lan 
herself occupying another room in the house with her hus 
strongly objects. The tenancy, if valid, is protected by the 
Rent Acts. The landlady, very naturally, wishes to get rid of 
the tenant. She has been advised that, since he is living quietly 
with one woman, and not inviting several successively to shan 
his room with him, she has no remedy. 

The point does not ap to be actually covered by authority, 
but it is at least open to doubt whether her advisers are sufficie’ 
enterprising. Assuming the tenancy is a statutory one, by s. 4 
of the Act of 1923, substituted for s. 5 of that of 1920, a landlord 
may recover possession “if the tenant . .. has been guilty of 
conduct which is a nuisance or annoyance to adjoining 
occupiers .. .” 

There is a short point here as to how far the words ‘‘ nuisance 
or annoyance ”’ are controlled by their interpretation in certain 


Benham, 40 C.D. 80 (1888) may be taken as an example. If 
these must be strictly followed, it may be doubted whether an 
application would be successful. The persons in question had 
certain quarrels with the landlady and her husband before she 
knew of their illegal relations, but, apart from the fact of such 
relations, there is not a sufficient case for ejection. 

If a judge is free to disregard legal interpretations of 


sense and worldly wisdom to the interpretation of the Act, a 
landlord or landlady has surely every right to be annoyed when 
a couple come and use his or her house, and one in which he or 
she is living, for the purposes of immorality. It is certain that 
the statutory protection was never meant to apply to such 


persons. 
In the well-known case of Upfill v. Wright, 1911, 1 K.B. 506, 
the position of such tenants is discussed, but there the landlord's 
agent knew of the facts, In an old case where the landlord did 
not know, he turned the delinquent pair out on discovery of the 
fact, but the eloquence of the late Lord Halsbury persuaded the 
judges that the lease was not void at law ab initio, see Feret (or 
Ferret) v. Hill, 15 C.B. 207 (1854). But it is submitted that such 
a letting would at least be void in equity, and that therefore the 
tenancy would not be within the Rent Acts at all. 
ALFRED FELLOWS. 








Reviews. 
Industrial Law. 


InpustriaL Law. By Sir Henry Stesser, K.C., S.-G., and 
ArtTuur Henperson, B.A., LL.B. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law, 
Ernest Benn, Lid. 70s. net. 


This work deals with the Law of Industrial Employment under 
the two heads of Common Law and Statute Law. Had the 
Common Law proved more elastic, the encroachments of Statute 
Law would not have been so extensive. As it ig, what the authors 
call the Common Law part occupies only some 150 pages out 

900, and the remainder p rts to be devoted to statutory po 
visions. But the division is delusive. In fact, the Common law 
doctrines of employment are disposed of in fifty pages, and thew 
the authors pass, under the heading of “‘ Common Law,” to & 
discussion of the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and the Work 
men’s Compensation Acts. The Common Law is taken up again 
for a few pages in Chap. V on Interference with Contracts of 





profession. The decision, reported ante, p. 735, and 40 T.L.R. 732, 
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All this may, as a matter of arrangement, be inevitable, but a 
nomenclature which treats the Workmen’s Compensation Acts 
as Common Law seems to be misleading. The fact is that the 
law of Master and Servant has become almost exclusively 
Statute Law for two reasons. One is the inelasticity of the Common 
Law to which we have already referred. When the courts were 
unable to rid themselves of the fetter a age by the doctrine of 
“eommon employment ”’ it was inevitable that the Legislature 
should intervene. But this is the less important reason. No 
elasticity of the Common Law could have introduced the positive 

visions relating to compensation for accident, to regulation 
of factories, to health and unemployment insurance, and other 
matters which have accompanied the development of modern 
social conditions. Hence in fact the book is almost entirely a 
collection of Statute Law dealing with workmen. 

But while the division into Common Law and Statute Law 
is inexact, there is, perhaps, some sort of principle in it. In the 
Common Law part the authors deal with the original doctrines 
of the Common Law and then with the statutes covering similar 
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ground which have largely replaced the Common Law and are | 


now the frequent subject of litigation. 


The Workmen’s Com- | 


j tion Acts have been so overlaid with judicial decision that | 


result is in a sense Common Law. For the Common Law, 
though in theory, and to some extent no doubt in fact, founded on 
custom, is in general no more than the law made by judicial 


decision. 


And so much do the Workmen’s Compensation Acts | 


depend on such decision for their effect, that Mr. Holman | 


Gregory’s Committee declined to recommend any statutory 


elucidation of the phrases “‘ in the course of ”’ and “‘ arising out of ” | 


the employment. To touch the work of the Court of Appeal 
and the House of Lords, it was thought, would be to throw the 
whole matter into confusion again. And so we may say that the 


Acts merely gave a new starting point for the Common Law | 


which has been developing since by a series of decisions unrivalled | 


for subtlety. 
Workmen’s Compensation Acts under Common Law, but whether 
this was the reasoning of the authors we do not know. But some 
light is thrown on the matter by Sir Henry Slesser’s interesting 
article on ‘“‘ The Teaching of Industrial Law” in the current 
Journal of the Society of Public Teachers of Law. Ther if we 
pass to the second part we find that it consists of statutory pro 
visions pure and simple ; 
insurance, and so on, which may occasionally come before the 
courts for interpretation, but which do not deal with matters 
to which any general legal principles are applicable. In the 
article just referred to Sir Henry describes this ‘‘ the easier but 
more monotonous subject of legislation.” 

The parts of the book which consist of expositions of legal 
principle and of case law are full of interest. Thus “‘ Interference 
with Contract of Employment ’’ furnishes the opportunity for a 
discussion of the line of cases including Allen v. Flood, 1898, 
A.C. 1, and Quinn v. Leathem, 1901, A.C. 495, and coming down 


to the judgment of McCardie, J., in Pratt v. British Medical | 


Association, 1919, 1 K.B. 244, and of Scrutton, L.J., in Ware and 
De Freville v. Motor Trades Association, 1921, 3 K.B., p. 40. 
“There exist,’”’ say the authors, “at the moment a mass of 
authorities and judicial dicta, many of them contradictory, 


which it is difficult to harmonize. The only tribunal, perhaps, 
which it may be hoped will bring order into chaos is the House of 
Lords ’’: see Sorrell v. Smith, 1924, 1 Ch., at p. 514. A very 


desirable result, especially in view of the contradiction between 
the two House of Lords cases just cited. The authors suggest 
(p. 144) as the correct view of liability in respect of interference 
of acts done in combination—‘‘ A combination to interfere with 
& person’s right to trade or dispose of his labour as he wills, by 
means of threats, is actionable if it results in damage to the 
person es the action, unless sufficient justification exists,” 
referring, in addition to the two House of Lords cases, to the 


recent decision of Russell, J., in Sorrell v. Smith, 1923, 2 Ch. 32, | 


which, however, has been reversed as to the application of the 

tule; 1924, 1 Ch. 506. As we have said, the second and larger 

part of the book consists of the numerous statutes relating to the 

welfare of employees, and in general there is no need to do more 

than give the text of the statutes, though occasionally their effect 

is explained by notes and references to decisions. At p. 641 in 

the Act, 1912, occurs the provision requiring seats to be 

gn for female shop assistants. We noticed a letter in 

he Times lately ym og f that while the seats are there, the 

assistants get into trouble if they use them. So easily are the 
good intentions of the Legislature set at nought. 

The book prints statutes and comments in the same bold 

type; except that repealed sections are put in italics. This is a 

ure from the almost universal practice of law books to 

t statutes distinctively in small type, and it is to be deprecated. 

+ taf cts to be able to see at a glance what is the text 

of statutes and what is comment, and in a book where so much 

of statute law the oe of space would have been 

rable. And the somewhat long list of errata printed at 

the beginning of the volume is not complete. It is somewhat 





So there is a certain plausibility in including the | 


statutes on factories and health | 
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of a shock to find Parkes, B., appearing at p. 143, note (0), as 
Banks, B. But subject to these criticisms of form, the book is a 
very complete collection of the statute law relating to workmen, 
with valuable discussions of the legal principles involved in 
contracts of service. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


SHERWOOD v. TUCKER. No.1. 27th and 30th June, 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—LEASE FOR THREE YEARS—OPTION 
oF PuRCHASE—EXTENSION OF LEASE FOR FURTHER TERM— 
No RENEWAL OF OPTION—-COLLATERAL AGREEMENT, 


Where a lease for a term of years contains an option of purchase 
by the lessee during that term, an extension of the for a further 
term by memorandum indorsed thereon will not operate to extend the 
period for the exercise of the option in the absence of an express 
agreement to the contrary. Such an option is not part of the terms of the 
tenancy, but a collateral agreement. 

In re Leeds and Batley Breweries : Bradbury v. Grimble & Co., 
1920, 2 Ch. 548, approved. 

Decision of Astbury, J., 1920, 2 Ch. 42, reversed. 


Appeal from a decision of Astbury, J., on an originating 


summons, reported 1920, 2 Ch. 42. By an agreement in writing 
dated 29th October, 1914, the defendant agreed to let to the 
plaintiff a dwelling-house at Old Colwyn, North Wales, for three 
years from 25th December, 1914, at a rent of £36 a year. The 
agreement contained the usual covenants and also the following 
proviso: “ And it is further agreed that the said tenant shall have 
the right to purchase the said house and premises during the three 
years hereby provided for, for the sum of £700 sterling.” The 
agreement concluded with a proviso for re-entry for — 
of rent or breach of covenant. Before the expiration of term, 
an endorsement was made on the ent as follows : ‘“‘ We the 
undersigned hereby agree that this lease be extended for three 
ears expiring 25th December, 1920 (signed) Frederic J, Tucker: 
enjamin Sherwood.” <A further endorsement was signed before 
the extended term expired, extending the term again for three 
years expiring 25th Desumine: 1923. The endorsements were 
stamped, but not dated. On 17th September, 1923, the plaintiff's 
solicitors wrote to the defendant stating that the plaintiff 
intended to exercise the option of purchase reserved in 
agreement, The defendant's solicitors replied that the option 
had expired and was no longer exercisable. After some 
ndence the plaintiff took out an originating 
or a declaration that he was entitled to exercise the o 
ment of 1914, and that the notice given on 17th ber, 
1923, was a valid exercise of the option. Astbury, J., held thet 
the option of purchase was ex ed with the extension of the 
term and continued to be exercisable in 1923, and, ha been 
duly exercised, the defendant was bound to sell the house 
plaintiff for £700. The defendant appealed. 

The Court allowed the appeal, 

Po.iock, M.R., having stated the facts, and read the o 
of purchase and indorsements on the lease, said the court 
determine what was the effect of the extension of the term 
option of purchase, It was said that the tenant was enti 
exercise the option so long as the term continued. On the 
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side, it was argued that an ent to extend the lease did not 
extend the period for the option of purchase. Astbury, J., said, 
th mh Sivaes ot tne need, Sot be wee eee oe 
that e expression ‘“‘ this lease,’’ the parties, who were laymen, 
meant the whole document in all its terms. He (his lordship) 
would like to protest against the doctrine that words used in a 
document might have a different meaning, according as they were 
used by lawyers or by laymen. The question was whether the 
words used, in their true construction, were apt to cover the option. 
In his opinion they were not so apt. There was a clear and grave 
distinction between the two ti . _ An option to purchase was 
not part of a lease, but a collateral independent contract. The 
nature of the distinction was pointed out by Lord Chief Justice 
Ellenborough in Iggulden v. vay, 7 East, 237, where he said 
at p. 241: “‘ The argument that a covenant for a lease with all the 
covenants cannot be satisfied by a lease with all but one, will have 
no weight if, according to the fair construction of the lease, that 
one covenant should found to have nothing to do with the 
subject-matter to be granted.” Again, in Raffety v. Schofield, 
1897, 1 Ch, 937, Romer, L.J., said, referring to the right to 
urchase, at p. 942: “‘ It was in fact a new and distinct contract 
fon that created by the building agreement, though it arose by 
reason of and flowed from the building agreement.” It was 
a to approach the question bearing in mind the essential 
difference between the demise and the option. It was quite clear 
that a landlord might be prepared to give the tenant an option 
to purchase at a fixed price for a definite period of time, but it was 
quite another thing to say that the same principle might be 
applied in the case of a lease which was extended and again 
extended over a period of years. That was well pointed out by 
the late Peterson, J., in In re Leeds and Batley Breweries : 
Bradbury v. Grimble & Co., supra, where (at p. 551) the 
learned judge pointed out the antithesis between an option of 
purchase at a fixed price for a limited time and one which might 
not be exercised for fifteen or twenty years. Here the words 
used by the parties were adequately explained as referring 
to the demise, and the demise only, which was sufficient to give 
full effect to them. To hold that the words “ that this lease be 
extended for three years”’ referred to the continuance of the 
option of purchase would be to give them an arbitrary meaning. 
A somewhat similar case, Batchelor v. Murphy, had recently 
come before Tomlin, J., but he (his lordship) understood that it 
re 4 under appeal, and therefore he preferred to say nothing 
about it. 

WARRINGTON and SarGant, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the 
same effect, the former referring to the judgments of Romer, L.J., 
in Woodall vy. Clifion, 1905, 2 Ch., at p. 257, and of Lord Selborne 
in Swinburne v. Milburn, 9 App. Cas., at p. 850.—CoUNSEL : 
M. Beebee; EB. Riviere. Sowicitors: Pearce & Sons, for Nunn 
and Co., Colwyn Bay; Indermaur & Brown, for T. H. Morgan, 
Colwyn Bay. 

[Reported by H. Layaroap Lewis, Buarrister-at-Law.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


HARNETT v. BOND and Another. No.2. 16th May. 


LuUNACY—ALLEGED WRONGFUL DETENTION AS A LUNATIC— 
DAMAGES—MISDIRECTION—-REMOTENESS—Novus actus inter- 
veniens—Luwnacy Act, 1890, 53 Vict., c. 5, s. 330. 


In November, 1912, the intiff was examined by two medical 
men and an order was made by a justice for his reception as a person 
of unsound mind in the defendant Dr. A.’s licensed , Malling 


A a On 12th Dea OF De. A.’s advice, a leave of absence 
order for twenty-eight days was sanctioned by the proper authority. 
On 14th December the plaintiff visited the offices of the Lunacy 
Commissioners in London. The plaintiff's explanation of why he 
was to ask the Commissioners to send a man home to 
liwe with him in his house for the twenty-ei 
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plainlife lane of abeence, he considered  neceoary to do we 

and to do so in the in which he did ; (2) that Dr. A., having acteg’ 
Lansoy Af . , and therefore judgment 

entered for him: (3) that Dr. B. was enti 

ground o; isdirecti to Ray 


balay es 
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Verdict and judgment of Lush, J., and a special jury reversed, _ 


Appeal from a verdict and judgment of Lush, J., and a special — 
jury. ay 
BanKEs, L.J., stated the facts, and in the course of his judgment 
said: It was the detention at the Commissioners’ office and the 
su uent confinement at Malling Place which constituted the 
plaintiff's cause of action. His contention was that both 
defendants were responsible, either jointly or severally, and that 
their — Was an ye rong hemor was ——y ——ee 
and illegal. For the purpose o: blishing his cause of action — 
the question whether the plaintiff was or was not of unsound mind 
was wholly immaterial, except as to damages, because his con- 
tention was that even if he was of unsound mind neither defendant 
had the right to do what he did. The plaintiff’s counsel claimed 
the right to give evidence of the state of the plaintiff's mind over 
the whole period from the date of the reception order in November, 
1912, down to October, 1921, on the ground that the evidence 
had some bearing on the state of his mind on 14th December, 
1912. The Attorney-General, who ap for Dr. B., ; 
not contest the admissibility of the evidence on this point, but 
he protested inst the evidence being used on any question of 
damages for any detention after that date. The view of the 
jury was ascertained by a series of questions. On the question 
whether the plaintiff was of sound mind on.14th December, 1912, 
and was fit to be at large, and not dangerous to himself, the jury 
found in the plaintiff’s favour, but the jury were not asked any 
question about the plaintiff’s mental condition at any date after 


14th December. I assume, but without coming to any decision. 
on the pas, that the jury must have considered that the plaintiff 
was 20 


the jury as to the plaintiff's mental condition set aside on the. 
ground that the verdict was against the weight of the evidence, 
No argument was addressed to the court on the point, and I 
therefore express no opinion on it. The appeal must be decided 
on the footing that the findings of the jury on this question were 
justified by the evidence. On the assumption that both 
defendants were jointly responsible for the detention of the 
plaintiff at the Lunacy Commissioners’ office on 14th Decembez, 
and for his subsequent removal to and detention at M 

Place, the jury awarded the plaintiff £25,000 damages. A 
question which affects both defendants is whether that verdict. 
can possibly stand. The sum must have been arrived at on the 
assumption that the detention of the plaintiff from 14th December, 
1912, down to his escape in October, 1921, was a direct con- 
sequence of the defendants’ wrongful acts committed on 14th 
December. But I find the chain of causation broken at 


innumerable points, and I cannot hold that it was permissible 
for the jury to take the whole period of the plaintiff’s captivity 
into their consideration in assessing damages. i : 


If this view 
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ie. lordship referred to the saf provided by the 
ns contained in Parte VI and VII of the Act of 1890 for 
, whether com- 


visits by specially appointed 
visitors, or members of committees, and 
ise, and continued :—] Teppena the consideration of the 
sy Acts from an entirely erent point of view from that 
ese, by the learned judge. He considers that deliberate 
decision L. a responsible person directly affec' the liberty of 
the subject may, for the purpose of consid whether it 
constitu a novus actus interveniens, be trea’ as mere 
machinery which can be ignored. I cannot so regard any 
certificate given under s. 38 of the Act of 1890. I go further, as 
leonsider that the Act casts upon every medical man in whose 
care a patient is placed under the Lunacy Acts a daily and hourly 
duty of being satisfied, and of taking the necessary steps to 
himself, that the patient’s condition is such as not only to 
, but to uire, confinement, I look on every decision 
ately come to in the exercise of that duty, whether by a 
medical man, by a commissioner, by a visitor, or by a member of a 
visiting committee, as of itself amounting to a novus actus 
inlerveniens. In the present case it is not that the 
whose duty it was to form opinions on the plaintiff's 
mental condition did not form them. Such of the case books as have 
been produced contain numbers of decisions deliberately formed and 
recorded. The complaint is not that they did not form the 
ions, but that the opinions were wrong; for the present 
, this is not a ial consideration. I am unable also 
j accept the view of the learned judge that because the persons 
whose Suty it was to come to decisions on the plaintjff’s mental 
condition omitted to di his case correctly, their actions 
can be treated as acts of omission, and therefore ignored. 

It is not necessary to go further back than the recent case of 
Weld-Blundell v. Stephens, 1920, A.C. 956; 64 Sox. J. 529, and 
to the speeches of Lords-Dunedin and Sumner in that case, for 
an authoritative statement of the law applicable to this part of 
the case. To adopt Lord Dunedin’s , the question for 
decision is whether the damage complained of by the plaintiff 
was the natural co; uence of the alleged wrongful acts of 
the defendants, or whether it was the result of some novus actus 
inferveniens. Lord Sumner prefers the description ‘“ direct ”’ 
to “ natural,’’ as applied to consequence. Both learned lords 

ly a test whether the damage complained of in that case was 
natural or direct, which test, t differing in form, is 
the same in substance. Applying this test to the present case, 
my opinion is that, directly the plaintiff passed out of the care 
of Dr. A. into the care of others whose statutory duty it 
was to form, and who did form, independent opinions as to the 

tiff’s state of mind, then, if the plaintiff continued to be 

ined as a result of those opinions, the defendant cannot be 
held responsible for such detention. That the continued detention 
of the plaintiff was the result of those opinions cannot, I think, be 
disputed. Whatever the view of the court may be upon the 
other points in the appeal, the view which I have just expressed 
would render a new trial in the case of both defendants necessary. 

His lordship then considered the case of Dr. A., saying that 
the question was whether he had been guilty of any actionable 
wrong, nd that question depended on a consideration of the 
plaintiff's position under the Lunacy Acts while he was on leave 
of absence, and on Dr. A.’s rights, arising out of the reception 
order, of compelling the plaintiff to return, and on the question 
whether Dr. A. was entitled to the protection of s. 330 of the 
Act of 1890, and after stating the position of a patient — 
leave of absence, he continued: If, therefore, Dr. A. 
telephoned to the plaintiff instead of to Dr. B., and had ordered 
him to return and the plaintiff had refused to do so, Dr. A. 
would have been justified in treating the plaintiff as an esca’ 
person, and in sending for him as he did, provided the attendants 
were properly authorized in writing. It was not, however, 
hecessary to treat the case as one of an escape. The form of the 
absence order merely suspends the medical officer’s power under 
the reception order until such time as he considered it necessary 
to“ take back ” the patient. From this point of view the patient 
isnot an escaped person who requires to be retaken. The taking 
back is merely the putting into o tion of the suspended powers 
under the reception order. I think that Dr. A. was entitled 
to terminate the plaintiff's leave of absence, and to do it in the way 
in which it was done. The second contention made on Dr. A.’s 
behalf was that in any event he is entitled to the eyes ge of 
8. 330 on the ground that in what he did he acted in faith 
and with reasonable care. The question must be considered from 
id point “of view of Dr. A.’s position. "What was that ? 

plaintiff was no stranger to him; the message he’ received 
was not oné indicating that any doubt existed which needed 
up ; the message was received a source which was 
thet r. authoritative ; a - — Ro I cannot see 
prudence or consideration for the ent required anything 
except what Dr. A. takin 
to secure the 
deal was of Dr. A.’s statemen he 
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did—namely, ing the pooner steps 
Me Ay matemené’ thet ie eould fave 


gone himself but for the fact that it was the day on which his 
partner would naturally be off duty in the afternoon. 

of what amounts to reasonable care in a r case is not 
necessarily what a person would do in 

the circumstances in the present case were exceptional. In the 
particular circumstances of this case I cannot seé any evidence 
of want of care on Dr. A.’s part, and 


y 
sideration than they really deserved. In m — ary ar 
should have been entered for Dr. A., Fw J e a his 
case will, therefore, be allowed, and the t for plain’ 
will be set aside and entered for this d it, with the costs of 
the action and of the ap > 

The case of the defendant Dr. B. stands on an _ entirel 
different footing. The Attorney-General, sopeeetes for 
admits that, however well-intentioned he may have been, he had 
no legal justification for his action. The verdict and judgment 
entered cannot be allowed to stand, as, apart from any other 
considerations, the damages awarded have been assessed on a 
wrong basis, as I have already pomnsen out. Asa new trial 
be had on this ground, I say nothing on the other points of which 
complaint is made. The damages on the new trial must be 
confined to damages for an imprisonment up to, but not beyond, 
the time when Dr. A. had the opportunity, and exercised it, 
of forming an a judgment on the plaintiff's mental 
condition and whether it was necessary to continue to detain 
him under the reception order. 

WARRINGTON and Scrutron, L.JJ., delivered ju its to 
a similar effect.—CouNsEL: Sir Patrick Hastings, A.-G., Harold 
Morris, K.C., Bowstead and H. L. Murphy; Sir Hogg, 
K.C., Neilson, K.C., and Carthew; Sir John Simon, K.C., J. B. 
Matthews, K.C., S. Davey, and S. C Morgan. SOLIcrToRs: 
Solicitor to the Ministry of Health ; Le Brasseur & Oakley ; Rooper 
and Whately. 

[Reported by T. W. MorGan, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


BRISTOL CHANNEL STEAMERS LIMITED v. THE KING. 
Bailhache, J. 1st and 7th April. 


CrowN—PETITION OF RiGHT—SHIPPING CONTROLLER—SALE OF 
VESSEL TO FOREIGN PURCHASER—LICENCE—CONDITIONAL 
UPON PAYMENT OF SUM OF MONEY TO SHIPPING CONTROLLER— 
ASSUMPSIT—CLAIM AGAINST CROWN TO RECOVER SuM so PaIp 
—WHETHER SUSTAINABLE—INDEMNITY AcT, 1920, 10 & 11 
Geo. 5, c. 48, s. 1. 


A licence was granted by the Shipping Controller to a company 
for the sale by them of a vessel to a foreigner. A condition of the 
granting of the licence was the payment by the company of a sum of 
money to the Shipping Controller. The company 
—_ by Petition of Right to recover from the Crown the sum 80 
paid. 

Held, that, apart from the fact that the petition was lodged out of 
time, the suppliants, having regard to the provisions of 8. 1 of the 


Petition of Right. The suppliants sought to recover from the 
Crown a sum of over £30,000, which they alleged to be money 
had and received by the Crown to their use. The Shippi 
Controller had imposed upon the suppliants a condition that the 
above sum should be paid to his department as a condition of the 

ting to them of a licence to sell one of their vessels to a 
oreigner. Paragraph 13, in which the ground for the pliants’ 
claim was set out, was to the effect that the condition was 
by the Shipping Controller colore oficii and in purported exercise 
of his powers. They alleged that Shipping Con 
lawful authority to impose the said condition or to exact the said 
payment as the price of the permit for the transfer of the vessel, 
and that the Shipping Controller was liable to repay to them the 
same as money had and received. The Crown, on . 
contended that, having to the terms of s. 1 of the Indemnity 
Act, 1920, (1) the claim if on tort, would not lie, and (2) the 
claim, if based on contract, was not made within the 
period. By s. 1 of the Indemnity Act, 1920, it is 
“1. (i) No action or other |} Pp 
shall be instituted . . . in of any matter or : 
whether within or without His Majesty's : 
war, Watoes tiie Panis of Ste Sets = cone te Gee ith 
or purported to be done in the execution of duty or for the” 
od Mosiatinn, ur otberdine Wnts sera | 
o pline, or o & person 
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Provided that, except in cases where a claim for payment or 
compensation can be brought under section two of this Act, this 
section shall not prevent—(b) the institution or prosecution of 
proceedings in respect of any rights under, or alleged breaches of, 
contract, if the proceedings are instituted within one year from 
the termination of the war or the date when the cause of action 
arose, whichever may be the later . . .”’ 

BatLnacnue, J., delivering judgment, referred to para. 13 of the 
petition, and said that the meaning of that paragraph was that 
the Shipping Controller had committed a tort, but the suppliants 
waived that tort and preferred to sue in assumpsit for money had 
and received, as the act of the Shipping Controller was cf such a 
character as to give them the option. Having thus, as they 
alleged, obtained a cause of action against the Shipping Controller 
in contract, the suppliants proceeded to state that his liabilities, 
having been transferred to the Board of Trade, there was thus a 
cause of action against the Board of Trade for money had and 
received instead of against the Shipping Controller. The 
suppliants did not (as they might have done) sue the Board of 
Trade, but prayed repayment by the Crown. Their real point 
might be put thus: ‘‘ We could not claim in tort because no 
such claim lies against the Crown, and if we did so sue either the 
Shipping Controller or the Board of Trade, we should be met with 
the objection that we were suing in respect of an act done by the 
Shipping Controller in purported exercise of his. authority, and 
we should be too late. We are entitled to get out of the 
Indemnity Act, 1920, if we can, and therefore for all these reasons 
we waive the tort as we legally may. This brings us to a claim 
for money had and received against the Shipping Controller and 
from him by way of the Board of Trade to the Crown. We are 
no longer complaining of any act done by the Shipping Controller 
or by any one; our complaint is of a refusal to act, a very 
different thing. The Crown has our money and ought in justice 
and equity to return it; and this complaint so framed is not 
for or in respect of or on account of any act of the Shipping Con- 
troller." His lordship had to enquire whether the basis of the 
petition was an act done by a person holding office under the 
Crown in purported exercise of his duty. When he compared 
para. 13 of the petition with the Act of 1920, it seemed to him 
that para. 13, which alleged that the Shipping Controller had 
acted colore officitti and in purported exercise of his wers, 
brought the suppliants within the very words of s. 1 of the Act. 
It seemed to him quite impossible to hold that, by treating the 
case as one of money had and received to their use, the suppliants 
could make out an implied contract to return it so that, 
independently of the alleged tort of the Shipping Controller, the 
petition could be held not to be a legal proceeding for or on 
account of or in respect of an act done or purported to be done by 
the Shipping Controller in the exercise of his duty. If it could 
not be so held it did not fall within the proviso of s-s. (1) (b). 
The petition was not lodged within one year of the termination 
of the war. It was therefore lodged too laté and the demurrer 
must be upheld.—CouNsEL: Jowitt, K.C., Needham, and Kingdon ; 
Sir Patrick Hastings, A.-G., and Russell Davies. SOLICITORS: 
Kinch & Richardson, for Allen Pratt & Geldard, Cardiff ; Solicitor 
to the Board of Trade. 


[Reported by J. L. Dawmsox, Barrister-at-Law.] 
NADLER v. WILSON. Lush, J. 16th May. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—EMERGENCY LEGISLATION—DWELLING- 
HOUSE Let AT RENT INCLUDING ATTENDANCE—APPLICATION 
or STATUTES—INCREASE OF RENT AND MORTGAGE INTEREST 
(Resrarictions) Act, 1920, 10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 17, s. 12 (2) (i)— 
Rest AND Mortcace Inrerest Resrricrions Act, 1923, 
13 & 14 Geo. 5, c. 32, s. 10 (1). 


Pe he a cao gy Ae ey oy i three years at a rent of 
. per annum, tog with an itional payment of 5s. 
week for attendance, the total annual amount due to the landlord 
payable quarterly in payments of £21 168. each quarter. 
At the end of the tenancy the tenant claimed to be entitled to hold over 
as @ satulory tenant. The landlord commenced proceedings for 
recovery of possession on the ground that the tenant could not thus 
hold over as he held the premises in consideration of arent which, 
tneluded attendance. . 
Held, that in view of the provisions of a. 12 (2) (i) of the Act of 
1920, and of s. 10 (1) of the Rent and Mortgage Interest Restrictions 
SO ae prea wane ear the scope of the Rent Restriction 
Acta, and the landlord was entitled to succeed. 


Action. The facts and the ion for decision are sufficiently 
indicated in the head-note. material statutory provisions 
are a8 follows: Increase of Rent and Mortgage In 
tions) Act, 1920, 6. 12 (2) (i): “ This Act shall not, save as 
otherwise expressl praveres. apply to a dwelling-house bond fide 
let at a rent which includes payment in respect of board, atten- 
dance, or use of furniture.” Rent and Interest 
Restrictions Act, 1923, 6. 10 (1): “ For the purposes of proviso (i) 
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to s-s. (2) of s. 12 of the principal Act (which relates to " 
exclusion of dwelling-houses from the principal Act in certaig 
circumstances), a d -house shall not be deemed to be bon 
fide let at a rent which inchides payments in respect of atten ; 
or the use of furniture unless the amount of rent which is 
attributable to the attendance or the use of the furniture, 
being had to the value of the same to the tenant, forms 4 
substantial portion of the whole rent.” ; 

Lusu, J., delivering judgment, observed that the agreement in 
the present case could not be read in such a way that it could be 
held that the rent did not include attendance. Although the 
total amount was in the first place spiit up, the agreement 
appeared to group together the two sums, as constituting a 
rent which was include attendance ; the dwelling-house was 
therefore, in his lordship’s view, let at ‘‘ a rent which includes 
payments in respect of attendance’’ within the meaning of 
s. 12 (2) (i) of the Act of 1920, and the plaintiff was enti to 
succeed.—CouNSEL: Gilbert Stone; ‘ivington. SOLICITORS; 
Ball & Redfern; Baker & Savigny. 

(Reported by J. L. Duwisox, Barrister-at-Law.] 











Cases in Brief. 
The Law of Torts: Nuisance. 


NUISANCE BY VIBRATION: ‘The general principles of the law of 
torts arise as a rule either in cases of ‘‘ Nuisance ”’ or in cases 
of “Intimidation and/or Conspiracy,” since these are the most 
common forms of the old action ‘‘ Trespass on the Case,” 
in the course of elaborating which action the early Common Law 
courts elaborated the fundamental rules of Tort. The basic 
character of nuisance has been discussed fully in a recent cage 
by Mr. Justice Astbury. The plaintiffs were the owners of an 
old and infirm but still stable dwelling-house. The defendants 
were builders and contractors who were excavating the 
foundations of a very large new building to be erected on 
neighbouring land. They used heavy steam hammers to drive 
in the piles, and this caused so great a vibration as to 
disintegrate, in parts, the plaintiffs’ house. It was held by the 
learned judge that (a) Vibration is a ‘‘ dangerous thing,”’ like 
water, which must be kept at his peril 5 f a person who brings 
it on his premises: Rylands v. Fletcher, L.R. 3 H.L. 330; and 
(6) An old house is entitled to the special consideration and 
protection against ‘‘ dangerous a ” which the infirmities 
of its condition demand. Therefore the ne Baer seg were liable 
for the damage done to the house, notwithstanding its age and 
defective character. But, apparently, had the house been 
wholly unstable, so that apart from the pile-driving, it might 
have fallen at any time, then the vibration would not have 
been the real cause of the injuries and there would have been 
no tort: Hoare & Co. v. McAlpine, Sons & Co., 1923, 1 Ch. 167; 
67 Sou. J., 146. 


NUISANCE BY EAvVEsDROP: A curious form of nuisance arises 
where the owner or occupier of property permits his buildings 
to get into such a leaky condition that rain-water collects, 
and falls in such a way as to damage persons, either contractees 
or invitees or licensees, who are making a lawful user of his 
premises. The Court of Appeal has just re-stated this liability 
in a curious case, which need only be mentioned here, since 
it is more fully discussed elsewhere in the SoLictrors’ JOURNAL 
The owner of a block of flats let out each separate flat to a tenant, 
but kept the roof in his own possession and control. Apart 
altogether from the tenancy, it was held, he had a common law 
obligation in nuisance to prevent the roof from becoming 80 
defective as to endanger lawful users of the premises by @ 
discharge or leakage of collected rain-water: Cockburn v- 
Smith, ante, 631. 


NUISANCE BY FLoopING oF Sewers: The old and vexed 
problem of ‘ Malfeasance ’”’ or ‘‘ Non-feasance,’’ in the case 
of local authorities, has recently received new consideration 
by the Court of Appeal in an important case. Here the local 
sanitary authority were the owners of a sewer which ran along 
the course of a natural stream. Forty-five years ago storm- 
water outlets were made in the sewer to relieve pressure of 
rain-water on the sewer in times of flood. At that time these 
storm-water outlets were of sufficient capatity to serve their 
peruse adequately ; but the neighbourhood had since changed 
ts character, much building had taken place, with heavy 
addi ionel user of the sewer, and in consequence the outlew# 
had ceased to be adequate. In 1920 a d occurred ; - 
the surplus water swept the sewer and stream ; much damage 
was done to sdipining, property. Is this ‘ Non-feasance ” 
or “ Mis-feasance "’ ? otwithstanding Hawthorn Corporation 
v. Kannuluik, 1906, A.C. 105, an Australian appeal which — 
came before the Judicial Committee, and is technically new. 
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- pinding on English Courts, the Court of Appeal held that here 
. there was og. 4 ‘* Non-feasance,” so that the local authority 
could not be held liable. The remedy of the victims is an 
application to the Ministry of Health for assessment of com- 
tion by arbitration under ss. 299 and 308 of the Public 
th Act of 1875: Hesketh v. Birmingham Corporation, 

, 1924. 1 K.B. 260. 


OwnerR’s LIABILITY TO ABATE NUISANCE: The general common 
law right of persons afflicted by a nuisance caused by others, 
was to take the necessary steps to abate the nuisance; they 
would then sue the party responsible for creating it in tort 
to recover as ‘‘ special damages ”’ the expenses thus incurred. 
There are difficulties in practice which make this remedy 
neither socially nor individually convenient, and the modern 
tendency has been to replace it by the grant of statutory 
remedies: the aggrieved party can usually, instead of himself 
'“ abating ”’ the nuisance, call on the wrongdoer to do so, and 
if he refuse, can obtain—in the statutory caSes concerned—an 
order of justices directing him to do so. This remedy is 

‘conferred by statute, inter alia, in the case of ‘‘ any premises 
in such a state as to be a nuisance or injurious or dangerous to 
health,’”’ which are declared by s. 2 (1) of the Public Health 
(London) Act, 1891, to be a nuisance liable to be dealt with 
summarily under the Act. But the court cannot make an 
order for abatement unless the premises are technically a 
nuisance. In a recent case an order for abatement was made 
where the ‘‘ nuisance ”’ alleged was the defective condition of a 
kitchen grate and oven, let by a landlord to a tenant. It was 
held that such disrepair, although it might be a breach of 
covenant, was not a common law “ nuisance,’’ nor dangerous 
to health as such, so that it did not come within the terms of 
the section, and the order was ultra vires: Warman v. Tibbais, 
128 L.T.R. 477. 


NUISANCE BY NON-ABATEMENT: There is a distinct modern 
tendency to hold the owner or occupier of premises liable not 
-only for nuisances on his premises actually caused by himself, 
and, of course, by his servants or agents, but also for nuisances 
upon them which he has not caused but ought to have discovered 
and removed. 
originally caused by a trespasser against the owner’s will, if he 
“ adopts ” the nuisance and allows it to continue—for his own 
benefit or otherwise ; in such a case he impliedly makes the 
nuisance-feasor his agent by a process analogous to “ ratifica- 
tion”: this is known as “‘ liability for suffering a nuisance to be 
committed on one’s premises.” But the exact boundary line 
between ratification and non-ratification must necessarily be 
vague, when it is based on mere “ sufferance ’’ of something 
which it requires trouble and expense to remove. A recent 
case, in which, however, Lord Justice Scrutton dissented from 
the decision of a majority of the Court of Appeal, illustrates 
the border line class of case. Here both parties owned adjoining 
lands. Part of the plaintiffs’ land was waste, and a third party 
—without the knowledge or assent of either party—used it as a 
tip for refuse ; he actually succeeded in making a profit out of 
this trespass-user for an unauthorized par ose, and had he 
gone on undiscovered for a sufficiently long time, would 


apparently have acquired a squatter’s title to the land. More- | 


over, he got the refuse carried to the tip over the defendants’ 
land, and paid a wayleave for this privilege. In the event, a 
fire started in the tip, and the defendants discovered its 
existence, and they asked the plaintiffs to abate this nuisance 
on their land, and on their refusal to do so, abated it themselves. 
The question arose whether they could recover the expenses of 
abatement as special damages for the nuisance, or otherwise, 
but the court held that the owners of the land, since they had 
neither caused nor suffered the nuisance on their land, were under 
no liability for it; therefore, they would not be charged with 
any part of the cost of abating it: Hdwards Ltd. v. Birmingham 
Canal Navigation Lid., 40 T.L.R. 88; 1924, 1 K.B. 341, 
68 Sot. J. 501, 








In Parliament. 
House of Commons. 


Questions. 


COMMISSION 
(REPORT). 


Sir G. BuTLER (Cambridge University) asked the Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs whether, in view of the fact that publica- 
has taken place in other countiies, he is prepared to give 
instructions for the publication in accessible form of the Report 
of the Commission of Jurists appointed as a consequence of the 
resolution adopted at the sixth plenary session of the Washington 
Conference, 4th February, 1022, which Commission sat at The 


INTERNATIONAL OF JURISTS 


It is no answer to say that the nuisance was - 
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Hague from 11th December, 1922, to 19th February, 1923, 
and adopted certain resolutions bearing upon the revision of the 
rules of warfare ? 

Mr. PonNsoNBY: His Majesty’s Government have decided that 
the general report of the International Commission should be 
published, together with the covering despatch from Sir Rennell 
Rodd to Lord Curzon. 





ROYAL COMMISSION ON LUNACY. 


Mr. CosTELLo (Huntingdon) asked the Minister of Health 
whether the terms of reference to the Royal Commission on Lunacy 
include an inquiry into the conditions which obtain in mental 
institutions of every kind and the present régime to which the 
inmates are subject: and whether provision will be made for 
defraying the expenses‘incurred by witnesses in coming and 
staying in London to attend the sittings of the Commission ? 

Mr. WHEATLEY: The terms of reference of the Royal Com- 
mission include an inquiry into’ the certification, detention and 
care of persons under tbe Lunacy Acts, whether in public or private 
institutions or in single care. Witnesses summoned by the 
Commission to give evidence before them in London will be 
repaid their expenses in accordance with the scale prescribed by the 
Treasury. (2nd July.) 





EVESHAM CUSTOM. 


Mr. Exv.is Davies (Denbigh) asked the Minister of Agriculture 
whether he intends to act on the suggestion of the Tribunal of 
Agriculture and cause an inquiry to be made as to the desirability 
of applying the Evesham custom to all forms of agriculture ? 

Mr. Buxton : A tentative step was taken in s. 15 of the Agricul- 
ture Act, 1920 (now s. 49 of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1923), 
in the direction of extending the scope of what is known as the 
‘* Evesham Custom,” and so far as I am aware the advantage 
taken of this section has been slight. I shall be glad to receive 
any further evidence of the need for amendment of the Agricultural 
Holdings Act in this direction. 

Mr. Davigs : Is it not the case that the Tribunal of Agriculture 
suggested that the Government should hold an inquiry into the 
Evesham custom, and could he give me some information on that 
point ? 

Mr. Buxton: I am making every possible inquiry into this 
matter. 





FRUIT GROWERS (CO-OPERATIVE MARKETING). 


Mr. PERRY (Kettering) asked the Minister of Agriculture whether 
he is aware that a Cottenham grower recently received 4d. per 
lb. for his strawberries, and that later he was able to ascertain, 
by means of the private mark on his baskets, that the fruit was 
being retailed in London on 28th June last at Is. 4d. per Ib.; 
and whether, in view of this, he will take steps to encourage a 
system of co-operative marketing for fruit-growers and farmers 
in order that the producer may have an adequate return in 
regard to the high price paid by the consumer ? 

Mr. Buxton: I am aware that the statement made in the 
first part of this question has been given publicity in the Press. 
I am anxious to give assistance with a view to encouraging 
co-operative marketing among fruit-growers in suitable cases, 
where the support of the growers themselves can be obtained. 
Funds have been placed at my disposal for making leans to 
co-operative enterprises, including societies for the sale of 
fruit and horticultural produce. I hope that growers will take 
advantage of these facilities. (7th July.) 





WARRILOWS, LIMITED v. DE LA RUE, 


Mr. BakeER (Bristol, East) asked the President of the Board of 
Trade whether his attention has been called to the action of 
Warrilows, Limited v. De la Rue, in the King’s Bench Division, 
during which it was stated that £20,000 had been paid annually 
by one firm in order to prevent another ape ag 2 bay it for 
Government contracts; and whether he will take these facts 
into account when he is considering the promised legislation with 
regard to trading profits ? 

Mr. Wess: The answer to both parts of the question is in the 
affirmative. 





TOWN PLANNING, 


Mr. AYL8s (Bristol, North) asked the Minister of Health how 
many areas have | the necessary resolutions preliminary 
to making town plans for their area; and whether he will see 
that the closest co-operation is advised between town planning, 
housing and sanitary and improvement committees in order 
to avoid conflicting cies and overlapping in the t 
of developed areas the lay-out of new ones ? 
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Mr. GREENWOOD: Resolutions have been passed by 229 local 
authorities. My Department are copstantl a SS 
importance of the closest co-operation, not only between t 
committees of the local authority, but also with outa interests , 

y 





Bills Introduced. 


Members of Parliament Bill—“ to limit the giving of donations 
and subscriptions by Members of Parliament ” : Mr. Hore-Belisha, 
on leave given. [Bill 185.] 

Moneylenders Reena Ho Bill—*‘ to eee advertising 
and circularising mise) moneylenders Lt.-Col. Pownall, 
on leave given. on” Bin 186 186. (2nd July.) 

Unoccupied Houses Bil“ to make provision with respect 
to the acquisition by municipal authorities of unoccupied houses 
for the p of relieving overcrowding”’’: Mr. urtle, on 
leave given. [Bill 193.] 

Bill—* to extend the powers of local authorities 
with regard to the acquisition and use of land for recreation 
purposes’: Mr. Percy Alden, on leave given. (8th July.) 





Bills under Consideration. 


4th July. Summary Jurisdiction (Separation and Maintenance) 
Bill. Not amended in the Standing Committee. Considered. 
Amendments made and Bill read the Third time and passed. 
On the motion for Third reading (Col. Wedgwood), Mr. Bridge- 
man said: Is it the intention of the Government to take charge 
of the Bill from this stage onwards? The Government have 
undertaken to make what, I hope, will be considerable improve- 
ments in the Bill, and I hope they will now also make themselves 
responsible for it. Col. Wedgwood: That is so. The Govern- 
ment will take charg. of the Bill and see it through. 

Local Government (Removal of Disqualification) (No. 2) Bill. 
As amended in the Standing Committee, considered and adjourned. 

7th July. Seeds Act (1920) Amendment Bill. Read a Second 
time, and committed to a Standing Committee. 

Members of Parliament Bill. Read a Second time, and 
committed to a Standing Committee. 

8th July. Finance Bill. Considered in Committee. Various 
proposed new clauses having been negatived, Mr. A. M. Samuel 
moved the following new clause :— 

(Explanation of Income Tax deductions.)—All persons, firms 
or companies making payments by warrant or cheque of interest 
or dividends from which Income Tax is deducted shall, on 
making such payments, state as a separate calculation applic- 
able to each payment the gross amount of interest or dividend 
due, the amount and rate of Income Tax deducted, and the net 
amount payable. 

After discussion, Mr. Graham said : It is very difficult for some 
of us, who have advocated for years the fullest publicity in all 
industrial and financial transactions, to resist an Amendment 
of this kind. A word of explanation is necessaryr A very large 
number of companies do show the full amount of the dividend 
which is due. and side by side with that the deduction of Income 
Tax at 4s. 6d. in the £, and then the net amount of dividend 
_—— to the recipient. I should imagine that in such a case 

should be no complaint of any kind. The Committee will 


the Amendment is drawn, it is quite clear that it 
would not cover the very large number of cases where the 
dividend is paid free of tax, and, strictly speaking, it is in this 
category that the main difficulty arises. It demands of the 

a calculation which he or she cannot make, or it com- 


They have also 
a of dividend. 
very strong 
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form unless by some device we are able to take appropriate st 
co cen re ie we ae ee ee rte eae he. 


Motion and clause b by jeave withdrawn. 
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After discussion, negati 
New clause (Provision to allow deductions of 
inherently —— assets), moved by Lt.-Col. Pe after 
discussion, ved. ". 
say ranean gti Ss Fed 2 )}—In Ta chesging, whol 
‘or ling expenses, 
under Sched. D., the profits or gains accruing wceruing from any trad 
rofession, employment, or vocation, or under Sched 
he salary, fees, wages, or profits acc a 
— any person the amount of w 
timated in accordance with the Income Tax oy ae 
maa exceed five hundred pounds, such deduction may be 
as the Commissioners, having jurisdiction in the matter, 
consider just and reasonable as representing the expenses 
travelling between the residence of the taxpayer and his 
of business, provided that no such deduction shall exceed the 
sum of twenty pounds. 
After discussion, eee 
New clause, moved R Sir L. Worthington-Evans 
(Amendment of First Schedule to Income Tax ‘Ach, 8 and %, 
Geo. v., ce. 40.)\—Rule 13 of the general rules applicable to 
Scheds. A, B, C, D, and E shall be amended by the addition, at 
the end thereof, of the following proviso : 

Provided that where a resident person carries on a bond 
fide agency business in the United Kingdom and receives 
in respect thereof adequate remuneration, being not les 
than the customary remuneration in that class of business, 
the resident person shall not be liable for ag owe of 
tax for which any non-resident person may charged 
in respect of business done through the agency business 
of the resident person, notwithstanding that the non-resident 
person may have been charged in the name of the resident 
person. 

After discussion, rejected by 260 to 156. 



















New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice: Probate Division. 


POOR PERSONS RULES. 


I, The Right Honourable Sir Henry Edward Duke, President 
of the Probate. Divorce, and Admiralty Division of the cae 
Court of Justice, do, on the grounds of pee Ary so 
cation of Additional Rules of the Supreme wi h regard i to 
arene by Poor Persons, make the following Provisional 

ule and Regulation concerning the practice and procedure ia 
Divorce and Matrimonial Causes, to take effect forthwith :— 

Notwithstanding meee contained in Order 16, Rule 
of the Rules of the me Court, the sum to be 
into Court by or on behal of the a in —v cases in 
the Divorce Division shall be in the 

Henry Epwarp "Sen 
President, 


Ist July. 





County Court, England. 


JURISDICTION. 


THE COUNTY COURTS BANKRUPTCY AND 
COMPANIES J seca a! (HALESWORTH) ORDER, 










I, Richard Burdon, sais Haldane of Cloan, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, by virtue of the powers vested in mé 
by section 96 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1914 f & 5 Geo, 5, c. ‘ 
e 00), and i ie 1a othe ankrapey Bale 8 cl 
¢ y 
1914, No, 1824), and of all other ors le 
bebalf, 2s. bettie cole un fellow init 

1. wan Se ye of jurisdiction in bankru and in pre 
c0oedi the Companies ( sthon in, boa komater 1908, 
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% Nothing in‘ this Order shall affect the jurisdiction of the 
y Court of Norfolk held at Great Yarmouth to deal with 
matters pending in that Court on the 29th day of June, 1924. 

we | This Order may be cited as the County Courts Ban 
i ion (Halesworth) Order, 1924, and 





Mee 

é 
Or § 
e 7 
i 





es J 
Se opération on the 30th day of' June, 1924,’ and the 
Courts (Bankruptcy and Companies ae =e) 
ion Order, 1899 (S.R. & O., 1899, No. 351) as amended, 
dall have effect as further amended by this Order. 
Haldane, C. 






6th June. 











Ministry of Health. 


THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICERS’ 
SUPERANNUATION (TEACHERS) ORDER, 1924. 


The Minister of Health, in exercise of the powers conferred on 
him by Section 16 of the Local Government and other Officers’ 
uation Act, 1922, hereby Orders as follows :— 

. This Order may be cited as the Local Government Officers’ 
nuation (Teachers) Order, 1924. 
Where an officer or servant has served successively as a 
teacher and on an administrative staff and in the calculation or 
yment of any superannuation allowance under the Local 
Sienment and other Officers’ Superannuation Act, 1922, 
account has to be taken of any capital sum paid or payable to 
him or her under any enactment for the time being relating to the 
superannuation of school teachers, account shall be taken of such 
capital sum in manner following, that is to say :-— 

The amount of any annual superannuation allowance 
payable under any enactment relating to the superannuation 
of school teachers shall be deemed to be increased by an annual 
sum equal to the amount of such capital sum divided by the 
factor in the table set forth in the Schedule to this Order 
appropriate to the sex of the officer or servant and his or her 
age at the date on which the said capital sum became or 


becomes payable. 
op Schedule. 
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Men. 





Under 60 years. 
60 years but under 
61 ” ” 
62 ” ” 
63 ” be] 
64 ” ” 
65 ” ” 


—_——_______ 


2ist June. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND OTHER OFFICERS’ 
SUPERANNUATION ACT, 1922. 


The Minister of Health has issued :— 

(1) Rules as to transfer values and payments in lieu of 
transfer values under Section 8 of the above-mentioned Act ; 
an ; 

(2) An Order prescribing for the purpose of Section 16 (3) 
of the Act the manner in which account is to be taken of 
capital sums payable to officers and servants under any Act 
in force as to the superannuation of School Teachers. 

The Rules and Order are published as S.R. & O. 1924, Nos. 627 
and 628. Copies may be purchased through any bookseller or 
directly from His Majesty's Stationery Office at the usual sale 


SES Sestee 





Royal Commission. 
NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE. 


A Royal Commission on National Health Insurance has been 
‘ppointed. Its terms of reference are :— 
ap inquire Anto the, scheme of National Health Insurance 
ite hed by the National ‘Health Insurance Acts, 1911-1922, 
to report what, if any, alterations, extensions, or develop- 
ments should be made in regard to the scope of that scheme 
figs — financial and medical arrangements 
under it, 
: will be constituted as follows :— 
* Lord Lawrence of K ne 
’ Anderson, G.C.B. 
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Sir Alfred Watson, K.C.B. 

Sir Arthur Worley, C.B.E. 

Sir Andrew 
Mr. Fred Bramley. 
Professor Alexander Gray. 
Miss Gertrude Tuckwell. 
Mrs. Harrison Bell. 

Mr. James Cook. 

Mr. — 


an 
Mr. William Jones. 

The Secretary to the Commission, to whom all communications 
should be addressed, is Mr. E. Hackforth, of the i of Health, 
Whitehall, 8.W.1, and the Assistant-Secretary is Mr. J. W. Peck, 
C.B., of the Scottish Board of Health. 

Ministry of Health, i 
Whitehall, S.W.1. 
7th July, 1924. 








Societies. 


The Judges at the Mansion House. 


ANNUAL BANQUET. 


The annual banquet to the Judges was held at the Mansion 
House, on Friday, the 4th inst. The Lord Mayor presided, 
the Lady Mayoress being with him, and among those present 
were Viscount Haldane, L.C., Viscount and Viscountess Cave, 
Lord and Lady Dunedin, Lord Hewart, L.C.J., and Lady 
Hewart, Lord and Lady Sumner, Lord and Lady Wrenbury, Lord 
Blanesburgh, Lord Darling and The Hon. Diana Darling, Sir 
Ernest Pollock, M.R., and Lady Pollock, Lord Justice and Lady 
Bankes, Lord Justice and Lady Warrington, Lord Justice and 
Lady Scrutton, Lord Justice and Lady Atkin, Lord Justice and 
Lady Sargant, Mr. Justice-and Mrs. Duff (Canada), Mr. Justice 
and Lady Eve, Mr. Justice and Lady Bailhache, Mr. i - 
Ward, Mr. Justice and Lady Horridge, Mr. Justice and y 
Shearman, Sir W. H. Irvine (Chief Justice of Victoria), Mr. Justice 
adn Mrs. Hodgins (Ontario), Mr. Justice and Mrs. Cuming 
(Calcutta), Mr. Justice Jackson (Nyassaland), Mr. Justice 
Buckland (Calcutta), Judge Haythorne Reed (Zanzibar), Mr. 
Justice Cheruvari Krishnan (Madras), Mr. Justice A. V. Brown 
(Johore), Mr. Justice and Lady Tomlin, Mr. Justice and Lady 
Branson, Mr. Justice and Lady Russell, Sir Patrick i 
Attorney-General, and Lady Hastings, Sir H. H. Slesser, Solicitor- 
General, and Lady Slesser, Sir Edward and Lady Clarke, Mr. 
Justice and Lady Greer, Mr. Justice and Lady Roche, Mr. Justice 
and Lady Romer, Sir Douglas and Lady Hogg, Sir Hamar and 
Lady Greenwood, Sir Norman Macleod, Chief Justice of Bombay, 
and Lady Macleod, Sir E. Grimwood Mears, Chief Justice of the 
United Provinces, and Lady Mears, Sir J. D. Hayen, Chief Justice 
of New Brunswick, Sir R. B. Shadi Lal, Chief Justice of Lahore, 
Mr. Justice Lindsay (Calcutta), Mr. Justice Phillips (Madras). 
Mr. Justice Pointon (Calcutta), Mr. Justice Odgers (Madras 
Mr. Justice Kelly (Ontario), Mr. Justice Archer (Quebec), 


Fe 


Justice Rutledge (Burmah), Justice Sir Theodore (United 
Provinces), Mr. Justice MacGregor (South ), Mr E. 
Alexander, President of the Court of ir Claude 


 Catumbia}, the P 
and Lady Schuster, Judge Forin (British bia), President 
of The Law Society, Mr. R. W. Dibdin and Mrs. Dibdin, the Vice- 
President of The Law Society, Mr. W. H. Norton, and Mrs. Norton, 
the Recorder of London, Sir Ernest Wild, Mr. G. Stanley Pott, 
Master of the City of London Solicitors’ Society, Sir T. 
Chitty, King’s Remembrancer, the Common hme ve Sir Heary 
Dickins, and Lady Dickens, Sir Archibald Director of 
Public Prosecutions, Mr. Justice Hosking (New Zealand), Mr 
Justice Russell (Nova Scotia), Mr. Justice Roseby (New South 
Wales), Mr. Justice Higgins (Victoria), and se Metropolitan 
Police Magistrates. 

After the loyal toas 

The Lorp Mayor proposed the health of the Lord Chancellor. 
He said that Lord Haldane was no stranger to the City, and the 
citizens had the pleasantest recollections of the three years 
which he held the exalted office of Lord Chancellor. 
would also, he felt sure, do justice to the efficiency and 

of anxiety of the 


F 


City of London, in saying that when 
formed at the beginning of the 
et at the announcement 

He thoe 

the 


ex 
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resources of the British 
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Sir Humphrey Rolleston, Bart,, K.C.B, 
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~o say that in this particular 
attention, it was highly probable 
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| 
moment eminent judges and lawyers from all parts of the King’s | 
Dominions. Many of them were present, and he offered them a 
hearty welcome. 

The Lorp CHANCELIOR, in replying, spoke of the manifold 
duties of the Lord Chancellor of to-day, comparing them with those 
of the more easy days of an illustrious relative of his own, who | 
had filled that post many decades ago. For himself, he found 
it difficult to fill the many duties of the office. He found it 
absolutely necessary to give up many of his judicial duties, though 
he still sat occasionally in the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, and that day he had delivered two judgments in the House 
of Lords, whilst nearly half his time was taken up in presiding 
over and attending, infer alia, to the work of the Imperial Defence 
Committee and the administrative side of the Lord Chancellor’s 
work, including the task of seeing that the men and women who 
were commissioned by the King to act as magistrates had the 
necessary judicial qualifications. In this connection he had 
learned to appreciate the fact that the bulk of the judicial work 
of the country was done by the unpaid magistracy. Their work 
was rapidly increasing. A discovery which he had made was 
that the judicial temperament, naturally not very easy, was well 
diffused in this country, and he came across working men and 
women who had a keen sense of their duties when sitting on the 
Bench and administering the law, without looking to the right or 
to the left. They realised that it was for Parliament to make the 
laws and that, unless that principle could be got into the heads 
of those concerned, there would be unrest and disquiet. 

The Lorp Mayor proposed the health of “‘ His Majesty’s 
Judges.”" Hesaid that for many years the dinner to His Majesty’s 
Judges had found a leading and an honoured place among the | 
events of the Mayoralty, and his predecessors had always attached 
the greatest importance, as he himself did, to this manifestation 
of the great respect which the citizens of London rightly enter- 
tained for those who so ably and efficiently administered the law. 
He rejoiced that so many of the judges had been able to accept 
his invitation to be present, though circuit duties were keepin 
some of them away, to his sincere regret, and to theirs. He ha 
already alluded to the presence of the Chief Justices and judges 
from India, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and other parts of 
the Empire. He knew that when they were home here on leave 
they liked to participate in this annual entertainment and thus 
meet the Bench and Bar of the Mother Country, who had equal 
pleasure in seeing them here. The City of London still retained 
many ancient links with the judges of the land. It was the Lord 
Chancellor who conveyed to the Lord Mayor His Majesty’s 
approval of his election, without which he could not enter on his 
duties. It was before the judges of the King’s Bench Division 
that the Lord Mayor made his statutory declaration of office 
and claimed for his fellow citizens their customary liberties, 
privileges and franchises. The Lord Mayor and the Aldermen, 
with the Common Serjeant, were fellow commissioners of His 
Majesty's judges at the Central Criminal Court. In regard to the 
Central Criminal Court, he should like to say how interested and 
pleased he had been at the Lord Chief Justice’s attendance in 
— during the present sessions. It was some years since a 

ord Chief Justice had come to the Old Bailey to try the ordinary 
cases on the judge's list and they in the City took it as a 
compliment that Lord Hewart had taken that course. 

The Lozp Curr Jverice returned thanks. He expressed his 
satisfaction that they had learned from the usual source of 
information that the Government was, not for the first time, 
considering the question of the appointment of two additional 
judges of the High Court. They had heard and read of arrears in 
the King’s Bench Division. What were the facts? The full 
strength of the King’s Bench Division was cighteen judges and 
that number was reduced by death and retirement to sixteen. 
That, again. was reduced by accidental but not transitory circum- 
stances to fourteen. Circuits claimed seven or eight judges; the 
Court of Criminal Appeal nearly every Monday occupied the time 
of three judges. The result was that. no y, the work of the 
courte was done on four days of the week by five or six, or it 
might be seven, judges. There was no doubt that there was at 
the present time a considerable number of cases awaiting trial. 
Nevertheless, in spite of the facts to which he had refe , since 
the beginning of the legal year. that was to say, since October last, 
there had been disposed of in the King’s th Division con- 
siderably more than 2,000 cases, though there were still empty 
courte and nearly a thousand cases waiting to be tried. But 
whenever the topic of appointing more judges was raised or 
likely to be raised, there was always somebody ready to bring 
forward the question of expense. A more e complaint 
it would be difficult to imagine. He thought that an illusory 
objection. Commissioners had to be appointed to go to assizes 
imetecad of judges. He believed it would be found that the income | 
from comrt fees would be more than the net payment made to the 
judges who would try the cases. He was glad to see #9 many 
members of the profession from overseas present, and before long . 
there wae to be another and perhaps a little decided 
exhibition of the substantial anton of the common low of Kagland. j 


July 12, roa; 





Viscount CAvE proposed ‘‘ The Profession of the Law.” §, the A 
observed that they were all — of the judges and of the reception 
wisdom and integrity. In addition to the judges of the Hi of busine 
Court who were present, there were distinguished judges fpgp which m 
several of the great Dominions of the Empire, and he knew—anj Mi jntroduce 
he saw much of their work—that what could be said of our Engligh Below 
and Scottish judges could be said with equal truth of them. ApH to fill the 
to the Bar, he would not say all that he thought with reg President 
them. Many a man owed to the independence and the addresses 
of the members of the Bar the retention of his freedom and of hj = Mr. Ja 
rights. Even solicitors had their merits—he believed the Lom MM to the Sox 
Mayor had almost become one himself. When he was at the to move | 


he had had the greatest admiration for The Law Society, and whe Mr. Pe 
he had the honour of holding the office of Lord Chancellor, hy 
had, as he was sure all other holders of that office had, received . Lasre 
much and valued assistance from the members of the 
Within a few days thev were to receive the great pleasure of, 
visit from a contingent of members of the Canadian and America, Sons 
Bars, with their wives and some of their families. They wen 
ready and anxious to welcome them to these shores, and to It 
them see how glad they were to have the opportunity of sh 
them how close were the bonds of fellowship and of friendship ‘Tue Rr. 
which united them to us. Owing to a recent development, the James B 
high office of Attorney-General was occupied by his friend, Si 
Patrick Hastings, who would respond for the Bar, and they wen 
indeed glad to see so able and distinguished a man as the leade 
of the English Bar. The President of The Law Society, his good 
friend, Mr. Dibdin, also would respond for his branch of the 
profession. No man appreciated more highly than did he (th 
speaker) the dignity of that branch. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL, in returning thanks, said it mi 
be within the recollection of many present that it was saida 
lawyer wasa man who only spoke in public when he was remuner 
ated for doing so. He might be very = grt med remunerated 
—but still he was remunerated. But a lawyer was alwap 
prepared to speak upon the toast of ‘‘ The Law.”’ The law had 
been described as our father and our mother, and it cone 
looked after our children as well, and, therefore, it was no 
for a lawyer to say a few words in response to a toast such as this 
It had been stated that more than 2,000 American lawyers wer 
coming over quite soon to this country, and it might not hk 
known to many who were present, that the Lord Mayor had 
invited a large proportion, indeed as many as the Mansion Hous 
would hold, to a reception there; and he believed there wa 
nothing which would give greater pleasure to the visitors or do 
more to send them back with a sense of a hearty and sincer 
welcome. He felt that the Lord Mayor had done more in his 
kindness in inviting those visitors to be his guests than possibh 
he had known. He hoped and believed these American la 
would go back thinking well of their hosts of the English Bar, 
thinking, perhaps more highly than of anything else, of the fad 
that hospitality had been extended to them by the Lord Mayon. 
The name of the President of The Law Society was also coup 
with the toast, and he had quite lately realised how much th 
Bar owed to that Society. 

Mr. R. W. Drspin (President of The Law Society) returned 
thanks. He said he had had the honour of being on the com 
mittee which was arranging for the entertainment of thet 
overseas visitors from the beginning, and he knew that they 
were looking forward with the greatest possible interest to th 
reception which was to be given by the Lord Mayor. 

e MASTER OF THE ROLLS proposed the health of the Lol 
Mayor and Lady Mayoress, referring to the fact that we were 
have the pleasure of the visit of the American Bar at the eR ow...) H 
of this month. He thought that there would perhaps be evel 
greater pleasure in thinking that their brethren from Can Tur Hox 
were also coming over. Lyrreuro 

The Lorp Mayor, in returning thanks, said that this was, 
believed, a record gathering in connection with the dinners to 
judges. That semi tod been attained owing to the large nur 
of guests they had been able to invite from over the seas. 
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Lincoln’s Inn—New Benchers. “Grorak W 


Lord ALNEss has been elected an hono: Bencher of Linco 
Inn, in the place of the late Lord Morley, O.M. ; and Mr. Wi 
SeaR_Le Ho_tpswortn, D.C.L., K.C., has been elected a Bene 


of the Inn in the place of the late Mr, John Cutler, K.O. * Bexs 
AMIN 





The Law Society. 


The Annual General Meeting will be held at The Society’s H# 
(Chancery Lane entrance), on Friday, the 26th July, 1924, 










2 p.m. 

Wie following are the provisions of Bye-law 15 as to the b 
to be transacted at an Annual General Meeting, meee $ * Ti 
business of an Annual General Meeting shall the election’ 
President, Vice-President, and Members of Council, a« d 
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12, 1924 


the Charter, and also the election of Auditors ; the reception 
YF ihe Accounts submitted by the Auditors for approval, the 
reception of the Annual Report of the Council, and the disposal 
of business introduced by the Council, and of any other matter 
which may consistently with the Charter an Bye-laws be 
jntroduced at such meeting.” 

Below will be found the names of the candidates nominated 
to fill the twelve vacancies in the Council, and in the offices of 
President, Vice-President, and Auditors, ‘with the names and 
addresses of their nominators. 

Mr. James Dodd, London, has given notice to call attention 
to the Society’s programme of Legal Education and (if necessary) 
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requested to take steps to discipline all Solicitors who in future 
associate their names with any advertisement purporting to be of 
a legal nature which has no legal effect. 

Mr. A. H. Hastie, London, will move, that, in the opinion of this 
Society, it is unreasonable that the fees of solicitors for work 
which may be done by others than themselves should be less than 
those usually and properly charged by such others, and that a y 
of this resolution be sent to the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Ohiet 
Justice, the Master of the Rolls, the President of the Law Society, 
and other — selected under 44 & 45 Vict. cap. 44, s. 2, 
so soon as the same has been adopted by the Council or con 
at the next General Meeting, with the request that they will 
consider and act upon it. 


SFREESES SS @ekd 


to move a resolution. 


Mr. Percy Braby, London, will move, that the Council be 


9th July. 





E. R. Coox, Secretary. 





List oF QUALIFIED MEMBERS OF THE seems NOMINATED AS MEMBERS OF THE CouNcIL TO Be ELECTED aT THE ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING 
ON THE 25TH DAY OF JULY, 1924. 





Name of Candidate. Address. 


| Names of Nominators. 


7 


Addresses. 





*%Tue Rr. Hon. Sm Wit11aM 


James Butt, Bart., P.C., M.P. Inn, London, W.C.2 


| 
| 
| 


*tGzrorceE HERBERT CHARLES- | 
WORTH | 


79 Fountain Street, Manchester 


Grorck DupLEy CoLcLoveH .. 24 Austin Friars, London, E.C.2 


. | 30 Mincing Lane, London, E.C.3 


*Ceom, ALLEN COWARD 


| 
| 


Cuartes Avavstus Davis 
Strand, London, W.C.2 


81-87 Gresham Street, London, 
E.C.2 

| 23 Red Lion Square, hentia, | 
W.C.1 


*Werpen Dawes 


*Ropert Wit1aM Dippin... 


‘tHusert ARTHUR Dowson ., 


5 Little College Street, West- 
| minster, London, 8.W.1 

| 12 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, | 
W.C.2 


‘Warren Henry Foster 
‘Tue Hon. Ropert Henry 
LyTrELTON 


Wittam Ecxrton Mortimer .. | 18 Austin Friars, London, E.C.2 


*Gronae Wituiam Rowr 28 Lincoln’ 8 Inn Fields, London, 


* Bexgamiw Antnur WiautMan | 14 George Street, Sheffield 


3 South 
London, 


Watren Mawreit, Woopnovse uare, Gray's Inn, 


Aen | 





3 Stone Buildings, Lincoln’s 


. | Amberley House, Norfolk Street, 


13 Weekday Cross, Nottingham 


{ John Richard Yates .. 
Sir John Coode Adams 


Robert William Dibdin 

Richard Walter Rylands_.... 
(President of the Manchester Law 
Society) 

David MaclIver 

| (President of the Incorpore ted Law 
Society of Liverpool) 

William Henry Trotter Brown : 
(Hon. Secretary of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies) 

| Robert William Dibdin 





William Henry Norton e 
William Henry Trotter Brown 
(Hon. Secretary of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies) 
Sir Charles Elton Longmore, K.C.B. 
{ Sir Richard Stephens Taylor. . be 
Charles Tufnell Dyne Bure hell 
Perey Short 
John Cuthbert. . 
Herbert William Je if. 
Sidney George Davis 
Alfred Ellis .. : 
Gordon Grange Fai irbairn 
Alfred Dods_ .. 
Francis Edward James Smith 
Philip Hubert Martineau 


William Henry Norton 
Sir Charles Elton Longmore, ‘K.C.B. 

f Robert William Dibdin ; 

Jesse William Hind .. 
(Vice-President of the Nottingham 
Law Society) 

Sancroft Grimwood Taylor .. 
Vice-President of the Derby Law 
Society ) 

William Henry Trotter Brown = 
(Hon. Secretary of the Associated 

|\ Provincial Law Societies) 

Sir Charles Henry Morton 
Thomas Hume Bischoff 

;¢ Herbert Gibson 

|] Sir Richard Stephens Tay lor. 

{ Robert William Dibdin 





William Henry Norton ee 
J) William Henry Trotter Brown 
| (Hon. Secretary of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies) 
| { Joseph Arthur Burrell! 
| {John Markby Whiting 
Robert William Dibdin 
Leonard Johnson Clegg ; 
(President of the Sheffield and Dis. 
trict Incorporated Law Society) 
Sir Arthur Copson Peake, LL.D... 
(President of the Yorkshire Union 
of Law Societies) 
William Henry Trotter Brown vs 
Hon, Seoretary of the Associated 
vincial Law Societies) 
Robert William Dibdin 








William Henry Norton .. —,. 
William Henry Trotter Brown 


vinoial Law Societies) 


15 Bedford Row, London, W.C.1. 

Norfolk House, Norfolk Street, Strand, 
London, W.C.2. 

23 Red Lion Square, London, W.C.1. 

20 Booth Street, Manchester. 


10 Cook Street, Liverpool. 
10 Cook Street, Liverpool. 


23 Red Lion Square, London, W.C.1. 
30 Brown Street, Manchester. 
10 Cook Street, Liverpool. 


Hertford. 

4 Field Court, Gray's Inn, London, W.C.1. 

5 The Sanctuary, Westminster, S.W.1. 

30 Norfolk Street, Strand, London, W.C.2. 

30 Norfolk Street, Strand, London, W.C.2. 

12 Norfolk Street, Strand, London, W.C_2. 

12 Norfolk Street, Strand, London, W.C_2. 

22 Bedford Row, London, W.C.1. 

22 Bedford Row, London, W.C.1. 

9 JohnStreet, Bedford Row, London, W.C.1. 

44 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, W.C.2. 

2 Raymond Buildings, Gray's Inn, 
London, W.C.1. 

30 Brown Street, Manchester. 

Hertford. 

23 Red Lion Square, London, W.C.1. 

14 Fletcher Gate, Nottingham. 


35 St. Mary's Gate, Derby. 
10 Cook Street, Liverpool. 


5 Cook Street, Liverpool. 

4 Great Winchester Street, London, E.C.2 
9 Great St. Helen's, London, E.C.3. 

4 Field Court, Gray's Inn, London, W.C.1. 
23 Red Lion Square, London, W.C.1. 

30 Brown Street, Manchester. 

10 Cook Street, Liverpool. 


66 Lincoln's Inn Fields, Londoa, W.C.2. 

9 New Square, Lincoln's Inn, W.C.2. 

23 Red Lion Square, London, W.C.1. 

Victoria Chambers, Fig Tree Lane, 
Shefti 


24 Basinghall Street, Leeds. 
10 Cook Street, Liverpool, 


23 Red Lion Square, Londen, W.C.! 


| . | 98 Sa en Sees 
«. | OC Street, Liverpool, 

| Hon, Secretary of the Associated | 

! ‘ 
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Address. Names of Nominators. ae ee 

a . 

’ ul 74 

Last or QuaLirrep MEMBERS PROPOSED AS PRESIDENT AND VICB- rae i a 

As President — Robert William Dibdin 23 Red Lion Square, London, W.6.), _ 


w sates Washoe 30 Brown Street, Manchester . 


As Vice-President — 
Hersert Gisson 
i ECS 


P.C.A. 


MaxweL. 





Percy JENNINGS 


W.C.2 
| 
| 
} 


9 Great St. Helen's, London, a Hon. Robert aoe ener: 
Walter Henry Foster .. . 


Last oF Quatirrep PERSONS PROPOSED AS AUDITORS OF THE SocrETY. 
Jouws Srersexs Cuarretow, | 10 Lincoln's Inn Fields, London, { Rayner Maurice Neate 
| W.C2 


Michael Forbes Tweedie 
Cuartes Freperick Marrianp | I4 Essex Street, Strand, London, | ; Roger Eustace Wilbraham 
{ Sydney Loring Hosking 
Norman Charles Barraclough 
ets > th Inn Square, London, ig William Price .. ° 
; W.c Cc. 


Sir Charles Elton Longmore, "KC. B Hertford. 


12 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, W.Q3 
5 Little College Street, Westminster, $F, 


16 Southampton Street, Bloo 
Square, London, W.C.1. 

5 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, W.63, 

1 Hare Court, Temple, London, E.C,4, 

25 Bedford Row, W.C.1. 

2 Gray's Inn Square, London, W.C.!, 

61 Carey Street, Lincoln’s Inn, 
W.C.2. 








* The Candidates marked thus* are retiring Members of the Council, who, being eligible, have been nominated for re-election. 


+ The Candidates marked thust are proposed i 


in accordance with the scheme of nomination of the Associated Provincial Law Societies 


pursuant to the resolution of the Society relating to country vacancies, adopted on 5th July, 1907. 





City of London Solicitors’ Company. 
Sm HOMEWOOD CRAWFORD’S RETIREMENT. 


The following resolution, proposed by Sir Thomas Berridge, 
and seconded by Mr. J. C. ar age: was unanimously passed at a 
Court Meeting held on Tuesday, Ist July :-— 

“ That the Court of Assistants ~ the City of London Solicitors’ 
Company while ex ——e its great regret that the state of his 
health necessit his resignation, desires to offer its sincere 
congratulations to its first Master, Sir Homewood Crawford, 
C.V.0., upon the completion of his duties as City Solicitor 
after y 40 years’ service, a longer period than that filled 
by any of his predecessors in that ancient office. The Court 
further desires to offer its warm congratulations to Sir Homewod 
on his restoration to health and to express the hope that with the 
greater leisure now at his disposal, the Court will continue 
to have the great benefit of his services as a Member of the 
Court.” 

Tue Vistr oF THE AMERICAN BaR ASSOCIATION. 


The City of London Solicitors’ Company has made arrange- 
ments to give a reception at Salter’s Hall, on the evening of the 
24th inst., from 9 to 12, to the members of the American Bar 
Association and the Canadian lawyers who are expected here. 





Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The annual general meeting of this Society took place at 
Salisbury on Friday, 4th ag ay 

There were Mr. J. Crewe Wood (Swindon), President ; 
Mr. F. H. Bretherton (Gloucester), Vice-President ; Messrs. E. L. 
Baylis, B. T. Gurney, W. Gurney, P. Haddock, R. McLaren, 
J. P. Winterbotham (Cheltenham), F. E. Francillon, R. H. 
Penley (Dursley), P. J. Bretherion, E. T. Fowler, E. T. Gardom, 
EB. J. ¥. Jarrett, J. H. Jones, J. E. Matthews, C. H. Taynton 
(Gloucester), E. C. Elwell ag ox G. H. Pavey ith 
(Naileworth), W. BR. Bloxam, E. P. Little, F. G. Playne (Stroud), 
J. . Biggs, C. K. Hulbert, W. H. Jackson, A. C. Jonas, E. C. L. 
Parker, Sant, H. S. P. Spesentn. Z- H 


Vincent (Salisbury), J. L. Calderwood, 
H. W. Brown (Tewkesbury), H. Dale (Wootton Bassett), 
EL i (Wootton-under-Edge), with J. W. Haines 
(Hon. Treasurer) and Herbert H. Scott ( 

Meg Oy ee pth ds ergy t, and 


a BR. W. Ellett (Cirencester) Vice-President for the ensuing 


Tbe cue of fatty was voted for charitable grants and 
five new members of the Society were elected, making the total 
membership 145, of whom 107 are also members The Law 
Society, and forty+even members of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 


an So Sao Mast Tatd thetetats weed 





the Museum and Cathedral, were afterwards y 
ethetiained to tea by Mr. E. F. Pye Gmith ot The Ouee, bury. 
Law Association. 


The ueusl monthly mecting of the directors was held at 
Law Society's Hall on Thursday, the 3rd inst., Me. W. 
Woodhouse in the chair. The other directors present 


, 


ix? 





Mr. J. D. Arthur, Mr. E. B. V. Christian, Mr. H. B. Cui 
Mr. F. W. Emery, Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr. C. F. Leigi 
Mr. J. E. W. Rider and Mr. J. Venning, and the Seen 

(Mr. E. E. Barron). A sum of £146 was voted in relief 


deserving applicants, and other genera] business transacted, 








Companies. 


Midland Bank Limited. 


The Directors of the Midland Bank Limited announce an 
dividend for the half-year ended 30th June last at the 
18 per cent. per annum less income tax, payable on 15th 
The dividend for the corresponding period of 1923 was at th 
same rate. 





Westminster Bank Limited. 


The Directors of Westminster Bank Limited have declared 
interim dividend of 10 per cent. for the half-year ended 30th 
on the £20 shares, and the maximum dividend of 6} per cent, 
the £1 shares for the same period. 

The dividends, 10s. per share and Is. 3d. per share respecti 
(both less income tax), will be payable on the Ist August. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

The following Candidates (whose names are in alph 
order) were successful at AJ Intermediate Examination b 
the 18th and 19th June, 1 

‘s Candidate is not obliged to take both parta of the E 
at the same time. 


ami 












First Cass. 

Pasquill, Joseph Rhodes, William Herbert 
PassED 

Arnott, 

Baines, William 

Barraclough Benjontio Brian 

piliverwoed Eastho Ha’ kins, J h Mark 
pe w 

Binks, William Robson Haye, Ronald 


Ronald 
Bowcock, Philip Thornley Heaton, Katharine Ogilvy — 


Cope, Bamard Hodges, Gwin etre 









Davis. Perey John Irelan Geoffrey Kelly 

Dickson, William Kearney, Leonard os 
Drummond, Alexander Kitchen, Charles Tunnard 
Dunn, Ellis Leo, Oyril Bernard 
Gillis, Douglas James Long, | 


cEsESETE 



















EF 


Fe 


vee 


FE 


fe 


rt 


Brown, 
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Roe, Bertram 


en} 24 ae 





Hendy 
Stacey, Herbert Wilson 
= 







ykee, » Ashton 









Alford, Martin Edward 


Arkell, John Oliver Augustus 


Assig, Arthur Kenneth 

Bailey, Daniel Donald 

Bailey, Harry Winston 
} d, Norman 


Beckett, Frederick George 
, Frederic Donald 


Berryman 

Borg, Malcolm Dudley 
Brown, Sidney George 
— oe Phipps 


ef William nd 


Barge: 8 dney Graham 

rfield, James 

Chant, James Walter 

Chilton, Benjamin, B.A. 
Cantab. 

Cleeve, Rodney John 

Cohen, Myer 

Coleman, Samuel 

Cope, Edward John 

Cowen, Lionel ; 

Crehan, James Patrick 


the Criddle, Horace John Milton 
a Raymond Dudley 


Ivo Leigh 


D’Almado e Castro, Francisco 


Xavier 


Danbury, Ernest Francis 
Leslie 

Davies, Richard William 
Bernard 


Elderkin, Henry Speechly 


Ellis, Lovell cee Eaton 


, Eric Raym 
"Ab 


Cyril 
Geldart, Richard Warbrick 


Gentry, Albert Henry 
Gilfllan, Adam Eric 
; Hackman, Sydney 
, David 
» Evelyn Miriam 


Hoptonstall, Woginald 
— “i 


nm, Gerald 
Hibbs, alter Horace 


No of Candidates, 252. 


The following Candidates have passed the Trust Accounts and 
Book-keeping portion only = 


Allday, Lesli 
Ban Arthur 
, James 














Charles 
Smith, A a aes Vincent 


Mattocks, Francis 


The following Candidates have passed the legal portion 


Oohen, Jaques, B.A, Londen 


Thomas, Jack Clifford 
Thomas, John Linsley 
Franklin 


Thompson, Alfred Kaye 
Thompson, Alan Robert 
Walker, David Littlejohn, 
B.A. Cantab. 
Whittaker, Frank 
Woodward, Charles Gordon 
Woolf, David Sydne 
Wont’ Robert Braddock 
yatt, Algernon Montagu 
Yeatman, Malcolm Bardsley, 
B.A. Cantab. 


Kirtlan, Arthur Robert 
Charles, B.A. London 


Linney, Richard Crouchen 

Long, Frederick. Kenneth 
Radcliffe, B.A. Cantab. 

Lucas, John William 

May, Charles Henry Dudley 

Medley, John Christopher, 

Mitchell, Johe Reginald 
itchell, n i 
Jackson 

Moseley, Thomas Oswald 

Mott, Edward Harris 

Oakley, Frederick William 
Whittall 

Osborne, Francis Thomas 

Parry, William Thomas 
Brookes 

Paskin, Norman 

Pettite, George Ion 

Polack, Ronald 

Poole, Francis Foden 

Powell, Thomas Edward John 
Nathaniel 

Pratt, Alfred John 

Randall, Ernest: Charles 

Rankin, James 

Rendel, William Vincent 

Robinson, Gilbert Alma 

Rogers, Stanley Wilfred 

Rudd, William Thornton 

Shaw, Sydney John 

Silvester, Edward Kenneth 
Woof 

Simons, Montagu Vazie 

Smith, John Harper 

Stevens, John Seargent 

Strong, Thomas, B.A. Cantab. 

Thorpe, Ernest Scott 

Tucker, Leslie Freeman 

Tuckett, Coldstream 

Vanner, William Englebert 

Walsh, Dennis Ceci 
Whittington 

Ward, sata Kenneth 

nter 


Carpe 
Westlake, John Dennis 
Willis, Geoffrey Charles 
Winterton, Thomas 
Woods, Arthur Harold 
Woolley, William Leslie Paget 
Woolsey, — Theodore 


Wright, Chaves Henry 
Wright, Fran 
Passed a 


Buckle, Fanny 

Challinor, George Alfred 

Chevallier, Clement Theodore, 
M.A. Oxon. 

Clapham, Bertie 


Clarke, Alfred William 
Clarke, Rowland Peace, B.A., 
B.O.L. Oxon, 





A Corporate Trustee 





weer Family Solicitor 





As Adviser assures Efficient Management, Experience and Centiasity. 





ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


(Incorporated A.D. 1720) acts as 


EXECUTOR AND TRUSTEE OF WILLS 
or TRUSTEE OF SETTLEMENTS. 


Trust Funds are kept apart from the Corporation’s Funds. 
THE SOLICITOR NOMINATED BY THE TESTATOR IS EMPLOYED. 








For full particulars apply to the Secratary— 
HEAD OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C3. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 29-30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C.1. 











Coote, Sidney 

Creeke, Anthony Buck 

Currie, James Kenneth 

Cushman, Stanley William 
Adcock 

Draper, Robert William 

Evans, Reginald Harry 

Farnell, Percy Harold 

Fitzgerald, Walter 

Forsyth, Walter Boyd-Clark 

Galbraith, Hugh 

Galsworthy, Robert Montague, 
B.A. Cantab. 

Gamlen, St. 
B.A. Oxon. 

Gilboy, James 

Gilson, Reginald Thomas 

Hallmark, Ethel Maud 

Haydon, John Trevor, B.A. 


John Onslow, 


Oxon. 

Hicks, Arthur Norman, B.A. 
Oxon. 

Hinchcliffe, George Nicholson 

Hobday, Sylvia Irene 

Hollinshead, John Reginald 
Wood, LL.B. Victoria 

Hope, Mary Dorothea 

Hyde, John Alexander 
Campbell 

Kent, Harry Joseph 

Keogh, Geo 

Lauder, Alice Sarah 

Lawson, Phyllis Newman 

Leather, Godfrey Clifford 

Long, William George, M.A., 
LL.B. Cantab. 

MacBean, James Bremner 

Marigold, Harold Lawrence 
Herchmer 

Martin, Elsie Elise 

Masson, John McIntyre 

Meaby, Harold Walter 

Mills, Bertie 


No of Candidates, 183. 


Onions, Hubert Edward 
Firmstone 

Perry, Thomas 

Petersen, Gwendolen Ottilia 
Delpain, B.A. Oxon. 

Phillips, George Tracy 

Porter, Eric Chapman 

Richards, David Llewellyn 

Ringrose, Harry Thomas 

Robinson, Wilfrid Henry 

Rogers, George Foster 

Rothfield, ‘om Leopold, 
B.A. Durham 

Russell, James Godfrey 
Nickolls 

Rutherford, Edwin Vickerman, 
B.A. Oxon. 

Schofield, Sydney Alexander 

Skan, Harold Ernest 

een Clifford Weston 


, George John 
Sait Hubert William 
Sarjeant 
Soanes, Stanley Charlies 
Vernon ; 


Stirk, James William 
Thomson, Knowles Archer 
Turner, George Alexander 
Turner, Richard Walter, B.A., 
LL.B. Cantab. 

Vaizey, Julian Colet de Horne 
Wade, Charles Philip Gregory 
Waldy, Edward wens in sm 


a ; ioe 


Whitehesd, John Townsend 

Whiteman, John William Inge, 
B.A, Oxon. 

Williams, James Bailiff 

Williams, John Baldwyn 

Williams, William George 

Wilson, Perey Charles 


Passed 143. 





FINAL EXAMINATION, 


The following or (w <5 names are 
order) were successful at 
17th June, 1924 :— 


*Adams, Charles Harold Noel, 


allace 
Andrewes, Lancelot R 
a wag , Rdgar Holden 
xOn, 
Lawrence yp 
Edward 


Arnold 
Bannister, 
Thorn 


ols, 





are in alphabetical 
held on 16th and 


Barnes, Walter 
My Thomas Stanley 
Baynes, one Froderick 
Gavan Miles, B.A. 
Sante ona William nae 
Blackburn, Wiliam Pain, Philip 


Blake Godfrey Charles 
SSeS a 




















Borer, John Bray 
*Bracewell, William Forrest 
Bradbury, Charles Edward 
Bradley, Wilfrid Gray 
Brett, Ronald Dallas 





Broad, Reginald Geoffrey, B.A. 


Cantab. 
Brown, Arthur 
*Bueno de Mesquita, Reginald 


*Butler, George Henry, B.A. 


Cc ampion, Hubert Wilton 
*Cave, Reginald Hubert Victor, 
B.A., LL.B. Cantab. 
Chadwick, Francis Claude 
Basil 
Chorley, Francis Edward 
Churton, Harry Leslie 
*Cohen, Sebag 
*Coling, Leonard Palmer Brick- 
ell, B.A., LL.B. Cantab. 
Cooper, Hubert Thomas 
*Cotton, Arthur Richard 
Coulman, Edward Raymond 
Counsell, Frederick Charles 
Cox, Herbert Sidney 
Crabbe, Cecil Brooksby 
Davies, Heber 
Devonshire, Norman George 
*Dickinson, Cecil Rhodes 
Morgan 
Dock, William John 
Dodds, William Oswald 
Archbold 
Iirake, Maurice Henry, B.A., 
LL.B. Cantab. 
Durrance, Arthur, B.A. Oxon. 
Duxbury, Herbert 
Edelston, Roger Heathcott 
Emerson, John Cyril 
*Evans, Edward Parry 
Evans, Joseph Reginald Lees 
Fail, Edward 
Ferens, Henry Cecil, B.A., 
LL.B. Cantab. 
*Fletcher, Albert 
*Forster, Charles Philip, B.A. 
Cantab. 
——— Arthur 


vies 
Franklin, Albert Victor, B.A. 
Oxon. 
— Stanley George, M.A. 
Cantab. 


*Gerrish, Cecil Stratton 

Gittleson, David, LL.B. Leeds 

*Goldsmith, Joel Themans 
Dennis 


Fred 4 
Harris, George Blackburn 
Harrison, Henry Hugh Litch- 


*Haydon, William 
*Headley, Arthur Henry 
*Hellewell, Frank Wharton 
Hill, John Norman 
*Hoteon, Henry John 
He Gordon Leonard 
* Hopki Ronald Broughton, 
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*Johnston, Thomas aia 


B. Cantab. 
Kemp, James Edward 
Kemp, William Walker, B.A. 
Oxon. 
King-Wilkinson, Leonard 
Creswell : 
Laurence, Joseph Norton 
*Lees, John Horsley, B.A., 
LL.B. Cantab. 
Lewis, William Marston Reece 
*Lioyd, John Lewis 
Loe, Stanley James 
*McIntire, —e- Shipley, 
B.A., LL.B. Cantab. 
Mann, William He 
*Martin, Alan Alfred 
Martin, George Legat 
*Moriarty, John Oliver Mayo 
*Morris, David Brinley 
Mudford, Harold Ernest 
Newton, Fred 
*Nield, Albert 
*Oldroyd, Thomas 
*Orford, Lewis Hadfield, B.A., 
LL.B. Cantab. 
*Ould, Ernest, son ol Leeds 
*Payne, He 
Paynter, Tabest Spat Sydney 
Penn, Sydney Herbert 
*Perrins, Richard Edgar 
*Phillips, James Ronald 
Pickard, John Henry 
Prichard, Ernest Moreton 
Radcliffe, Edmund Reynolds 


d 
*Randall, P Finch, B.A., 


Ratcliffe, “hao Vivian 
Ravenor, Ronald Alfgar 


Graham 
Richardson, Alan Stuart, B.A., 
Oxon. 
Richardson, Frank Clement 
Rider, Thomas Sampson 
Rowland, Ronald Fothergill 
*Russell, Rudyard Holt 
Salt, John D’Arcy, B.A. Oxon. 
Savige, Walter Samuel 
Scott, William Astley Hesketh 
*Sears, Robert Brierley 
*Sherwell, Royden Neale 
*Skelt, Alfred 
Slinger, Tem: 
Spyer, G Douglas 
Stanners, h Lowe 
Stephenson, thbert Walter 
Villiam Scott 


den, abet’ Cecil, B.A., 
L.B. Cantab. 
Swan, Iola Blanche Winfield 
be Joseph Arthur, B.A. 


xon. 
*Sykes, Vincent Harold, B.A., 
LL.B. Cantab. 
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*Whitewood, Percy Stephen Worley, Thomas James 


Wilkinson, Bernard Wright, Peccival Albert, BA 
*Williams, John Hywel, LL.B. Canta 

London *Wright, on Bodily 
*Wilson, Robert Hilton Young, Albert Edwin 


*Winny, John Stanley * 
* These Candidates have attained the required stand 
of proficiency to enable them to compete for Honours. 
t This Candidate has still to pass in Trust Accounts and 
Book-keeping before a Final Certificate can be issued to him, 
No of Candidates, 208. Passed 170, 


The Council have awarded The John Mackrell Prize, valug 
Articles 


about £13, to Percy Stephen Whitewood, who served his 


of Clerkship with Mr. Edwin Ebenezer Clark, of the arma 


Messrs. Edwin E. Clark & Son, of London. 
By Order of as” Council. 








Law Fn te = Hall, ee . R. by ee , 
Cn ale t — * 
Legal News. 


Information Required. 


JOHN ROBERT LEE, late of George-street, Uxbridge— 


Anyone having in his Ag mr may a Will or draft of a Will of the 
above is requested to kindly communicate with R. Mose; 
17, Water-lane, Great Tower-street, E.C.3. 





Appointments. 


The Middlesex justices have re-elected Sir MONTAGU SHARPE, 
K.C., as Chairman of the Quarter Sessions. Sir HERBERT NIELD, 
K.C., M.P., was again appointed Deputy-Chairman, and the 
court agreed to make a new appointment—that of Assistant 
Deputy-Chairman. Mr. T. Epwarps Forster, K.C., was 
elected to this office. 

The Readership in Law at Birmingham University has been 
converted into a full-time Readership, and Mr. HAROLD PorrTeER, 
LL.B., has been appointed to it for a period of three years from 
lst October next. 


Mr. Mervyn P. Puan, solicitor in the Department of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions, has been appointed. prosecuting 
solicitor for Birmingham in succession to Mr. Wilfrid J. = 
who has been Pe ged magistrates’ clerk for Leicester. 
Pugh was oe he D.S.O. and M.C. during the war, and held” 
captain’s rank 





Dissolution. 


HERBERT COPELAND CARY BATTEN and EDWARD FRAME 
Lumiey Hopkins, Solicitors, Church House, Yeovil (Batten and 
Company), the 28th day of June, 1924, 

(Gazette, 4th July, | 





General. 


Mr. J. R. Evans, solicitor, of Lilanelly, son of the Rev. J. B 
Evans, Congregational minister, was killed in a motor accident 
last Saturday. 


Mr. Edward Thomas Theophilus Whitford-Hawkey, | 


lvans, St. Columb Major, Cornwall, solicitor, who died o 
March, has left estate of the value of £65,791, with net 
eS £49, 909. 


Mr. James Balfour Allen, of Seymour-street, Portman-sq 
W., and of King’s Bench Walk, Temple, E.C., solicitor, who 
at ‘Leigham Court-road, Streatham, S.W., on 18th Novemb 
1923, left estate of the gross value of £8,224, with net personally 


’ 


5 he 


In view of the possibility of entertainments on the lines of 
Rodeo visiting England again, or being repeated throughout t 
provinces, the Animals’ ction Society has formed a cé 
mittee to secure legislation at the catia possible ned 9 oo 
yee allsuch entertainments. The society state that a num é 

blic men have expressed sympathy with the movemenh 
a uding Mr. Isaac Foot, M.P., the Dean of Durham ee op 
Welldon), and the Rev. Thomas Nightingale, secretary o re 
National Free Church Council. The committee believe hott 
law requires not only a clearer definition, but a drastic alte . 
They pro starting an agitation in camped? of a bill, and the 
Prime ister will be asked to give facilities for the passage @ 
such 4 measure. J 
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Stock Exchange Prices of certain 


Trustee Securities. 


Bank Rate 4%. Next London Stock Exchange Settlement, 
Thursday, 24th July. 

















d MIDDLE | INTEREST 
oth daly. YIELD. 
e English Government Securities. £8. d. 
2 Consols 2}% ‘6 i an 56 |4 8 0 
t War Loan 5% 1929-47 z 101 |419 0 
War Loan 44% 1925-45 . 974 412 6 
War Loan 4% (Tax free) 1929-42 . ‘ 1012 318 90 
War Loan 34% Ist March 1928 .. ee 96 312 6 
Funding 4% Loan 1960-90.. =e oe 87 411 0 
Victory 4% Bonds (available at par for 
Ee ee eg 924 |4 7 0 
Conversion Loan 34% 1961 or after ai 763% | 411 O 
Local Loans 3 % 1921 or after ee ee 643 412 6 
India 54% 15th January 1932 ... 1014 |5 9 O 
India 44%, 1950- a OE RE Bi Ee 
India 3 ee ee ee ee 66 56 6 O 
India3% «.. aa oe $e i 663 |5 6 0 
¢ ME Colonial Securities. 
! British E. Africa 6% 1946-56 ee 1124 |5 6 6 
Jamaica 44% 1941-71 Tr oe ° 95 414 0 
New South Wales 44% 1935-45 .. ee 943 415 0 
New Zealand 44% 1 ° ° 954 414 0 
8. Australia 33% 1926-36 . . ° 854 |4 2 0 
W. Australia 44% 1935-65. es . 943 415 0 
’ South Africa 4% 1943-63 89 410 0 
, New Zealand 4% 1929 ee ° 954 |4 3 6 
Canada 3% 19388 .. oo 83 312 6 
Cape of Good Hope 34 % 1929-49 .. 80 4 7 6 
Corporation Stocks. 
: Ldn. Cty. 3% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
’ option of Corpn. .. os oe es 65 412 6 
Ldn. Cty. 24% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
option of Corpn. .. oe ee e. 54 412 0 
Birmingham 3%, on or after 1947 at option 
ee as <6" Sa we 6 |412 6 
, Bristol 34% 1925-65 ee os ee 76xd.| 412 0 
Cardiff 2% 19385 .. wal se ere 88 319 6 
Glasgow Ye 1925-40 ée és ee 754 8 6 6 
Liverpool 34% on or after 1942 at option 
of MD. oe we ee ov ee 77 411 0 
Manchester 3% on or after 1941 65xd.| 412 6 
Newcastle 34% irredeemable ea 76 412 0 
Nottingham 3% irredeemable 644 | 413 0 
Plymouth 3% 1920-60 ee es 692 4 6 0 
Middlesex C.0. 84% 1927-47 oe 82xd.}4 5 6 
English Railway Prior Charges. 
Gt. Western Rly. 4% Debenture .. ° 874 | 411 6 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Rent Charge 106 414 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Preference . . 102 418 0 
| L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Debenture 84xd.} 415 0 
: L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Guaranteed . 88; |415 € 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Ist Preference 80 5 0 0 
L. Mid. & Scot. Riy. 4 benture 844 | 4.15 0 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. 834 | 415 6 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Preference ve 803 | 419 0 
Southern Railway 4% ebenture .. ee 84 415 0 
Southern Railway 5 9 Guaranteed o% 103 417 0 
Southern Railway 5% Preference . . é< 1003 | 419 6 


| 


mice 


broken. 
action, 
No 


——-.- 


E 
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Four boys, whose ages ranged from nine to eleven years, were 


at Birmingham, on Wednesday, with stealin 
from the Bacteriological Laboratory, into whic 
The mice had been infected with discase 


as these particular mice had bee 
_ danger was apprehended. 
n. 


3 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
Waar CALLED vrow TO ADvism as TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
yORORT THE CLarms OF THE Mippiusax Hosrrra., 
Waren m vnoswriy uv wap oy Fuxps yor irs Humans Woax. 


four white 
they had 

rms. Dr. 
said there would be no ill consequences of the boys’ 
inoculated months ago. 
e boys were placed on 





EQUITY AND LAW. 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C.z. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 


DIRECTORS. 
Chatrman—<ir Richard Stephens Taylor. Deputy-Chairman—L. W. North Hickiey, Eeq. 
Alexander Bateson, » K.0. Sir John Burrow . 
Bernard E. H. Bircham, ™ Archibald james tee 
Edmund Ch Allan Ernest Messer, Ys 
Philip G. me. jada Lord Paiinore, P.S., DOL, 
The Rt. Hon. Lord Danesfort. The How Bir Cnetice Rees, K.C.V.O. 
Robert William Dibdin, Bey Sir Francis Minchin Voules, 
The Rt. Hon. Lord Ernie, P.C., M.V.O. Charles Wigan, Esq. 
FUNDS EXCEED - - {£5,578,000. 
All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Whole Life and Assurances without 


profits, at exceptionally low rates of 














The Press Association understands that as the result of the 
consultation which took place in Wandsworth Prison on Tuesday 
morning between Vaquier and his junior counsel, Mr. A. B. Lucy, 
and his solicitor, Mr. Harry Hunt, an appeal will be lodged against 
the death sentence on the Frenc n by Mr. Justice Avory 
last Saturday at Guildford for the murder of Mr. A. G. P. Jones at 
Byfleet. The consultation, with Major Watkins present as 
interpreter, lasted about an hour and a half. The appeal will 
be conducted by Sir Henry Curtis Bennett, K.C., and Mr. Lucy. 

Lord Darling, says The Times, sat as an additional judge of 
the King’s Bench Division on Tuesday, to help in the task of 
relieving the congestion of the lists His lordship presided in the 
Divisional Court, with Mr. Justice Shearman as his colleague, in 
his old court, No. 4. Mr. J. D. Casswell, in applying for the 
postponement of a case, said that as it was his privilege to be the 
first to address the court he might be allowed to express his 
personal pleasure at seeing Lord Darling back on the Bench. 
Lord Darling: Thank you very much. Mr. Casswell, continuing 
his application, said that the case would involve a long argument 
under the Rent Restriction Acts, and even if it were reached it 
could hardly finish that day. Lord Darling: If it is a rent 
restriction ,case I should like to postpone it until I have left 
again. Mr. Casswell: I hope your lordship will not do that. 
The case was postponed until Thursday, and the court proceeded 
with the list. 


The Times correspondent at New York, in a message of Ist July, 
says: President Coolidge yesterday proclaimed the immigrant 
quotas < Ne nations in accordance a = new - 
Act, which comes into operation to A e uocta 
that of Germany, 51,227. Great Britain and Northern “Ineiona 
have a quota of 34,007. Next comes the Irish Free State with 
28,567. Italy has 3,845, and European and Asiatic Russia 2,248. 
Each quota equals 2 per cent. of the number of foreign-born 
individuals of the particular nationality at the time of the 1890 
census. In contrast with the 1921 law, the Immigration Act 

rovides that persons born in the colonies or dependencies of 

uropean countries situated in Central America, South America 
or the islands adjacent to the American continents, except 
Newfoundland and the islands pertaining to Newfoundland, 
Labrador and Canada, will be charged to the quota of the country 
to which such colony or dependency belongs. There are no quota 
restrictions for Newfoundland or Canada. 








Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF R&SGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. Emercency Appeal Covrr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ROTA. No. 1. Bra. ROMER. 
Monday July 14 Mr. Bloxam Mr. & Mr. Bloxam Mr. Hicks Reach 
Tuesday ...... 15 Hicks Beach ie Hicks Reach Bloxam 
Wednesday 16 Jolly Rioxam Hicks Beach 
Thursday 17 More Hicks Reach Hicks Beach Roxam 
Friday ......-- is —sSy Jolly Rioxam Hicks Beach 
Saturday 19 __—_ Ritehie More Hicks Beach © Bloxam 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Monday July 14 Mt Ritchio = args Mr. Jolly Mr, More 
londay uly r. Rit r. . . 
Tuesday ...... 15 Bite § More Joliy 
Wodnesday .. 16 Ritchie ne ll Jolly More 
ursday .... 17 Syage Ri Mare Jolly 
easistes 18 — Jolly More 
Sat Be Synge Mor Jolly 
VALUATIONS FOR INSURANGE.—It is vory cascntial Sy all 


tk 
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Lig . . . Suara, ARTHUR, Chell, near Licensed Victualler. AND CHARITAB Er = 
a | Windin -u Notices Hanley. Pet. June i3. Ord. June HOSPITALS D T - 
5 2 * | Staxtox, Wanita H.,, Rvesham, "Loensed Victualler. INSTITUTIONS. os 
‘~ J ‘orcester. . June une ey 
4 JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 2 F., Weston-super- Costumier and 
: a LIMITED IN CHANCERY. . — Ord. June 27. EG CIE an 
f CREDITORS MUST SEND IN THEIR CLAIMS TO THE | Stmvr, FRED, Royton, Lancs.,. Wholesale Butcher..| A e: 
- LIQUIDATOR AS NAMED ON OR BEFORE Oldham. Pet. June 25. Ord. June 25. ’ L S, 5 
I THE MENTI le ‘AFORD, . 
3 Traveller. High Court. Pet. June 27. June 27. Salvation requires £500,000 
‘ London Gazette.—FRipaY, July 4. THoRNTON, JOHN T., and TaYior, Rupert EB. K., Stoke ie Sete dows = 10,000 canton ok wo ind 
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